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Unhealthy sexual behavior continues to increase among the college student
population despite education regarding its risks and consequences. Counselors are
continually being faced with consumers reeling from such consequences. Because prior
research has indicated statistically significant relationships between attachment style and
sexual behavior, self-worth and sexual behavior, and peer norms and sexual behavior,
this study examined the explanatory and predictive value of each of these variables when
analyzed simultaneously.
Specifically, the age at first intercourse, number of sexual intercourse partners,
number of oral sex partners, frequency of cheating behaviors, and number of one-night
stands were assessed across 855 students attending a medium sized university located in
the southeastern part of the United States Packets were administered to each participating

student containing an informed consent letter, a questionnaire regarding peer group
(Ratliff-Crain, Donald, & Dalton, 1999), a demographics questionnaire, a questionnaire
regarding sexual behavior, drawn from the National Health and Social Life Survey
(NHSLS) (Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 2000), The Relationship
Questionnaire (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and The Contingencies of Self-Worth
Scale (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003).
Resulting data were analyzed using Multiple Regression and Logistic Regression
analyses. Findings show that while self-worth domains of academics and approval are not
significantly related to sexual behavior, it would appear that the sexually risky individual
is likely to perceive his/her peers as sexually risky, to lack self-worth based on virtue, to
instead have self-worth based on competition, and to endorse a dismissing attachment
style. Further, demographic factors were also included in the analyses including
participant age, race, gender, church attendance, religious affiliation, relationship status,
and parents’ marital status. Of these variables used as controls, race seemed to have the
strongest influence on sexual behavior, with participants who were black showing the
riskiest sexual behaviors.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Unhealthy sexual behavior continues to increase among the college student
population despite education regarding its risks and consequences. Counselors are
continually being faced with consumers reeling from such consequences. Prior research
has indicated a relationship, though at times contradictory, between attachment style and
sexual behavior, self-worth and sexual behavior, and peer norms and sexual behavior. In
an attempt to explain and predict the typical profile of the sexually risky college student,
these constructs were examined among 855 college students and analyzed
simultaneously. Specifically, it was the aim of this research to answer the following
questions: Taken collectively, how well do the constructs of attachment style, domain of
self-worth, and perception of peer behavior, explain the variation in sexual behavior
among college students, as evidenced by number of partners, casual sex, oral sex, age at
first intercourse, and history of cheating? Even more important, which of these variables,
or combination of, more accurately and significantly predicts risky sexual behavior?
In answering these questions, it was my intention to equip counselors and
educators with increased knowledge as to the motivators of unhealthy, risky sexual
behaviors. Such knowledge can be used to assist counselors in implementing more
effective and targeted treatment rather than simply treating the behavioral symptoms. In
other words, the information gained from this study can possibly be used in a way so as
1
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to aid consumers of mental health services to gain insight into their behavior and to
lessen and possibly even prevent continued decision making that leads to risky sexual
outcomes.
Sexual behavior is an integral part of human life and is a key component in the
emotional lives of individuals. While it is important to acknowledge the many positive
aspects of sexuality, it is also imperative to understand that there are undesirable
consequences as well – alarmingly high levels of sexually transmitted disease and
HIV/AIDS infection, unintended pregnancy, abortion, sexual dysfunction, infertility, and
sexual violence. These consequences often have lifelong implications and impact future
relationships, marriage and family dynamics, and emotional and psychological health. In
order to enjoy the important benefits of sexuality, while simultaneously avoiding the
negative consequences, it is necessary for individuals to be sexually healthy, to behave
responsibly, and to respect their sexual health as well as that of others. Sexual health is
inextricably bound to both physical and mental health (DeLamater, & Friedrich, 2002;
Laurie, Bartholomae, & Zentall, 2000; Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005). Just as
physical and mental health problems can contribute to sexual dysfunction and diseases,
those dysfunctions and diseases can contribute to physical and mental health problems.
Sexual health includes the ability to understand and weigh the risks, responsibilities,
outcomes and impacts of sexual actions and to practice abstinence when appropriate.
Many college students in the United States do not currently, or in recent past, portray the
image of sexual health (DeLamater, & Friedrich, 2002; Laurie, Bartholomae, & Zentall,
2000; Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005).
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Adolescent Sexual Behavior
Throughout the current study, research will be discussed as it pertains to junior
high-, high school-, and college-aged students. While the current study uses college-aged
students as its sample, it assesses past sexual behavior that has already occurred,
sometimes beginning as early as age 12. Therefore, literature related to earlier adolescent
sexual behavior is relevant, as much of the behavior reported in the current study
occurred during an earlier phase of adolescence.
Another note of importance concerns the changing views of the developmental
stage of college students. Extended adolescence, also known as emerging adulthood,
refers to a time period between 18 and 25 years of age (Nelson, Badger, & Wu, 2004).
The rise in the ages of entrance into marriage and parenthood, the lengthening of higher
education, and prolonged job instability during the 20’s reflect the development of a new
period of life for young people, lasting from the late teens through the mid 20’s. This
period of time is different from what has traditionally been known as adolescence, as this
group is much freer from parental control, yet continues to have parental support. This
period is also a time of greater independent exploration. It is not, however, a period of
young adulthood, as an early stage of adulthood has not been reached. Most college
students in their 20’s have not made the transitions historically associated with adult
status, especially marriage and parenthood (Arnett, 2004). Palinchak (1998) suggests that
higher education has become an “indispensable part of a revised lifestyle” (p. 5) for the
increasingly older adolescent. Margaret Feinberg in her book Twentysomething (2004)
describes this new developmental stage. She states that their adolescence is prolonged
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largely because they wait longer to marry, live longer at home, and postpone careers in
favor of travel and leisure.
According to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC, 2004), sexually transmitted
infections (STIs) infect approximately 12 million persons each year; an estimated
944,000 individuals are living with HIV, one-third being unaware of their infection
status; nearly 1 million abortions occur each year; one-half of all pregnancies are
unintended; and approximately 22% of women and 2% of men have been victims of rape.
Of the 12 million new STI cases each year, two-thirds occur among individuals under the
age of 25. Over the past 20 years, the number of U.S. adolescents 19 and under with
AIDS has increased substantially, from 53 adolescent cases in 1986, to 3,130 AIDS cases
in 1997, to nearly 6,000 by the year 2004. For those aged 20-24, the number of total
AIDS cases in the year 2004 was over 34,000 in the United States alone (CDC, 2004). In
addition to these two epidemics, another serious outcome associated with unhealthy
sexual behavior is pregnancy. Although the teenage adolescent birth rate has been
declining since 1991, it remains high with approximately 9 pregnancies in every 100
females. Mississippi continues to have one of the highest birth rates among 15-19 year
olds and, compounding this problem, most of those who give birth are unmarried. In the
1950’s, only 23% of births in the U. S. were to unmarried mothers, compared to 84% in
the late 1990’s. Further, in 2001, out of over 853,000 abortions in the U.S., over 50% of
them were among women under the age of 24 (The National Campaign to Prevent Teen
Pregnancy, 2002). Despite optimistic reports that sexually risky behavior is declining,
these numbers continue to be staggering.
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Many factors impact the prevalence of the behaviors described above as the past
four decades have been a period of great change in adolescent sexual activity. Compared
to other age groups, adolescents are more likely to have multiple sex partners, engage in
unprotected sex, engage in high-risk sexual activities, and choose higher risk partners.
Compared to adolescents in previous decades, adolescents today are also initiating sexual
activity at younger ages, which has been associated with each of the aforementioned risky
behaviors. The likelihood of sexual activity increases with age, with over twice as many
18 to 21 year old adolescents being sexually experienced compared to their 14 and 15
year-old counterparts, so that by the time a cohort reaches college, nearly 80% of them
will have been sexually active (Meschke, Bartholomae, & Zentall, 2000). These
behaviors are with consequence and therefore need to be examined more closely as
current education programs designed to decrease harmful sexual behavior are actually
reported to often affect their target audience in two ways not intended. First, increased
knowledge regarding safe sex practices has been found to increase feelings of
invulnerability. Second, staggering statistics often used in such programs have shown a
relationship to increased rationalization and minimization about one’s own behavior
(Fisher & Fisher, 1992; Rimberg & Lewis, 1994). Obviously, education programs in
current use are not resulting in the outcomes desired, perhaps because a lack of
information is not the precipitating problem. It is for this reason that other variables need
to be considered in an effort to further understand the sexual behavior of adolescents.
Based on the existing literature, it is evident that a number of variables are related
to sexual behavior. For example, the following variables have been examined and show a
relationship to sexual behavior: media, substance use, past sexual abuse, peer norms,
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gender, self-worth, locus of control, family patterns, history of sexually transmitted
disease, urban versus county living, race and ethnicity, communication with parents,
religiosity, socioeconomic status, attachment style, and certain psychiatric disorders.
After a thorough review of these variables in the literature and their relationship to sexual
behavior, those that show the strongest relationship, or account for other variable effects,
are attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms. It is for this reason that these three
variables have been chosen from the literature for the purpose of the current study, in an
attempt to examine their unique and combined effects on sexual behavior among
adolescent college students.

Attachment Theory and Sexual Behavior
A female adolescent named Kai explains her rationale for having sex:
It’s mostly attachment. That’s mostly the thing. I mean, the feeling that you get
it’s more because I feel more attached to him and I feel like I got a little bit more
grip on him, you know, a hold to him…so it could develop into something
more…girlfriend and boyfriend, you know have a relationship. (Foreman, 2003,
p. 647)
Another young lady, Greta, talks about her strategy of using condoms to prevent a
relationship from getting too serious:
With him, I always use a condom. I don’t see a future with him, so the sex is
good, real, real good…but it is only physical, so I make him use one….Try and
make him mad, so he will stop calling me. (Foreman, 2003, p. 648)
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Adult attachment processes, versus infant attachment processes, have been related
to numerous adult relationship-oriented behaviors, including beliefs and attitudes toward
romantic love (Hazan & Shaver, 1987), relationship stability over time (Kirkpatrick &
Davis, 1994), relationship satisfaction and commitment (Collins & Read, 1990), jealousy
(Sharpsteen & Kirkpatrick, 1997), relationship trust (Milkulincer, 1998), couple violence
(Bogaert & Sadava, 2002), and patterns of disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991).
Another central aspect to romantic relationships that has been studied within the context
of adult attachment is sexual behavior. Sexual behavior is a defining feature of most
romantic/love relationships and therefore adult attachment should be relevant to this
behavior. In fact, attachment theorists often argue that romantic love involves the
integration of sexuality, caregiving, and attachment processes. Evolutionary theorists
have also linked sexuality and attachment, arguing that attachment processes play a role
in the development of reproductive/sexual strategies (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002).
Attachment theory is a theoretical perspective relevant to the prediction of sexual
attitudes and behaviors. Considerable evidence already exists that adolescents who report
weak attachment to their parents are more likely to be involved in early sexual activity,
and to have large numbers of sexual partners (Smith, 1997; Walsh, 1991). Further, the
link between attachment and sexual behavior is supported by arguments that intimate
relationships between partners can be conceptualized as attachments (Ainsworth, 1989).
The body of research on attachment theory continues to show relevance to issues
concerning sexuality. According to Shaver, Hazan and Bradshaw (1988) romantic
bonding between partners is based on the attachment system developed early in an
individual’s life. Thus, the study of sexuality can be greatly enhanced if examined within
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the context of attachment. Further, the connection between attachment and sexuality may
be particularly important during adolescence.
Sexuality researchers have noted substantial variability in human sexual behavior.
Some individuals have higher numbers of sexual partners while others have only one or
no sexual partners in their lifetime. Some individuals participate frequently in a variety of
sexual behaviors (masturbation, oral sex, vaginal sex, and/or anal sex), whereas others
may participate in only one type of sexual activity (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002). Simpson
and Gangestad (1991) demonstrated that human sexual behavior is multifactorial,
meaning certain sexual behaviors may occur cohesively but are independent of other
sexual behaviors. For example, characteristics and behaviors related to sex drive (i.e.
frequency of masturbation) are unrelated to sociosexual orientation characteristics, or
behavior such as promiscuity, early sexual intercourse, or a high number of partners.
Attachment may be helpful in understanding these unrestricted sociosexual
orientation characteristics. In fact, prior researchers have found that attachment style is
associated with sexual attitudes and behaviors in ways that are consistent with the
defining features of the styles (Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004). Securely attached
individuals see themselves favorably and believe that other people will be responsive to
them. Avoidant individuals are uncomfortable with emotional closeness and are
mistrustful of others. The anxious individual is preoccupied with emotional closeness but
fears rejection. Each style’s characteristic features are consistent with the associated
sexual attitudes and behaviors (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004;
Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
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Secure individuals’ sexual expression reflects an emphasis on intimacy and
involvement. These individuals are less likely than other attachment groups to be
involved in one-night stands and in sexual encounters outside of the primary relationship,
and instead, are more likely to be involved in mutually initiated sex. Avoidant
individuals, however, tend to show an unrestricted approach to sexual attitudes and
behavior, as evidenced by earlier sexual intercourse and by more casual, uncommitted,
nonintimate sex. To the extent that sexual behavior is interpreted as reflecting a partner’s
love, attraction, or other positive emotions toward oneself, sex may serve to reassure an
insecure, or anxious person. Anxious individuals reportedly engage in sex primarily to
please their partners, feel accepted, and avoid abandonment (Brennan & Shaver, 1995;
Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004). Anxious-ambivalent individuals frequently initiate
affectionate encounters, but tend to report greater enjoyment of holding and caressing
than of more clearly sexual behaviors. They also report less consistent condom use and
report earlier sexual intercourse as compared to secure individuals. In general, the
avoidant adolescent has sex for self-defining or self-enhancing reasons, such as losing
their virginity or impressing peers (Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004; Feeney, Peterson,
Gallois, & Terry, 2000; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). In sum, the attachment literature
provides principles for understanding and predicting variations in sexual behavior among
adolescents.

Sexual Behavior, Self-worth and Peer Norms
People want to believe they are worthy and valuable as human beings. This desire
drives behavior as the pursuit of self-worth has become a central preoccupation in
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American culture (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003). A classic definition
of self-worth was given by Coopersmith (1967), stating it to be a personal judgment of
worthiness expressed in the attitudes individuals hold toward themselves. Self-worth can
also simplistically be viewed as how much a person likes, accepts, and respects him or
herself overall as a person. Understanding the construct of self-worth becomes much
more involved, however, when using it to measure, examine, and explain a behavioral
phenomenon.
Indeed, understanding the self-worth construct appears to be complex, as various
researchers explain it in various ways. For example, Branden (1995) distinguished
between genuine self-worth and pseudo self-worth. Pseudo self-worth relies on external
sources, such as being admired or approved of by others, while genuine self-worth has
two dimensions of self-evaluation: self-efficacy and self-worth, or competency and
worthiness. According to Zeigler-Hill (2006), high self-worth can be further divided into
secure high self-worth (which is often linked with psychological health) and fragile high
self-worth (which is generally associated with poor psychological adjustment and
impaired interpersonal relationships). Secure high self-worth reflects positive attitudes
toward the self that are realistic, well anchored, and resistant to threat. Fragile high selfworth, on the other hand, reflects feelings of self-worth that are vulnerable to challenge,
need constant validation, and frequently require some degree of self-deception (ZeiglerHill, 2006).
Crocker and Knight (2005) offered yet another explanation for fragile self-worth
based on contingency domains. These contingencies domains comprise what people
believe they need to be or do to have value and worth as a person. They further explained
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that fragile self-worth is contingent on domains of achievement and fluctuates in response
to good and bad events. While an individual has a more constant trait level of self-worth,
their state level of self-worth may be quite unstable, depending on the domains in which
they place their self-worth. Specifying self-worth in this manner has only begun to be
used in research and has primarily been related to the study of academic behavior and
narcissism, whereas the majority of research regarding sexual behavior has relied on
more global evaluations of self-worth.
Though past researchers have shown self-worth to be related to sexual behavior,
the strength of the relationship, and often the directionality of it is largely contradictory,
perhaps due to difficulty and inconsistencies in measurement. However, research such as
that conducted by Zeigler-Hill (2006) and Crocker and Knight (2005) are improving the
understanding of the various dynamics of self-worth, which can no longer be thought of
as simplistic. It stands to reason that differentiating between secure and fragile self-worth,
the latter repeatedly depending on external sources of validation, can lead to a more exact
and sound study of sexual behavior. It is for this reason that the current study assessed
self-worth along domains, rather than globally.
Still, there are other factors that confuse the results of self-worth studies as it
(self-worth) relates to sexual behavior. While several researchers have indicated that a
female’s sexual behavior is more affected by self-worth than a male’s (Paul, Fitzjohn,
Herbison, & Dickson, 2000; Rosenthal & Smith, 1997), the overwhelming majority of
studies (Noll, Trickett, & Putnam, 2000; Spencer, Zimet, Aalsama, & Orr 2002) indicate
that self-worth affects male and female sexual behavior in opposing directions. Females
high in self-worth appear to engage in less risky sexual behavior while males with high
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self-worth are more prone to risky sexual behavior. These findings reflect what Stratton
and Spitzer (1967) and Perlman (1974) suspected decades ago. These researchers
hypothesized that peer norms would moderate the relationship between self-worth and
sexual permissiveness. In other words, those high in self-worth, regardless of gender,
would be more apt to engage in behavior consistent with peer norms, and likewise, those
who engaged in behavior consistent with peer norms would have higher levels of selfworth.
Certainly the relationship between self-worth and sexual behaviors and attitudes is
complex. Evidence is contradictory regarding whether self-worth plays a positive or
negative function in the initiation of casual sexual behavior. Walsh (1991) and Herold
and Mewhinney (1993) found a cyclical relationship for self-worth and sexual behavior,
differing by gender. College men with high self-worth had significantly more sex
partners and that sexual behavior was socially rewarding for men (Walsh, 1991). In
contrast, adolescent girls with low self-worth were more susceptible to peer influence on
sexuality, and casual sex may lead to further decline in women’s self-worth (Herold &
Mewhinney, 1993). In both instances, social norms are likely to intersect with sex roles in
defining the parameters of socially appropriate behaviors and therefore mediating the
effect of self-worth on sexual decisions.
The influence of social norms, which are culturally defined standards used as
guidelines for behavior, varies across environments and populations. College campuses,
for instance, have become synonymous with permissive sexual behavior, which is
assumed to be an inherent part of the college subculture. Further, according to Chng and
Moore (1994), it has been known that students tend to experiment frequently with sex
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during their time at college. These assumptions could actually promote permissiveness
and experimentation according to social norms theory. According to social norms theory,
people tend to overestimate the amount of negative or unhealthy behavior that is
happening around them and underestimate the number of positive, healthy decisions their
peers make every day. According to Perkins (2002), adolescents tend to greatly
overestimate the number of their peers who engage in risky behaviors like smoking,
drinking, or having permissive sex.
Perkins (2002) explained that these misperceptions, in part, are a result of the way
memory and attention work. As humans, we have a tendency to notice and remember
exciting things, which creates a bias in what is considered typical among peers. This bias
results in unhealthy behavior as adolescents align their own attitudes and behaviors with
what they perceive to be the norm in their peer group. Behavior is often conformed to an
incorrect perception. The influence of perceived peer behavior is seen on several different
facets of sexual behavior. Robinson, Telljohann, and Price (1999) found that adolescents
generally overestimated the proportion of their peers having sex. Those with the largest
misperception were the most likely to initiate sex themselves over the next year. Other
researchers (Romer, Black, Ricardo, Feigelman, Kaljee, Galbraith, Nesbit, Hornik, &
Stanton, 1994) found that whether or not an adolescent used condoms consistently was
related to their perception of whether their peers did so. Research conducted as early as
the 1960’s (see Mirande, 1968) and as recently as this past year (see Scholly, Katz,
Gascoigne, & Holck, 2005) supports the relationship between peer norms and sexual
attitudes and decisions.
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Statement of the Problem
The repercussions of unhealthy sexual behavior can be long term, often lifelong,
and can spawn physical consequences, as well as psychological and emotional pain and
suffering. The sexual decisions and behaviors of individuals not only affect him or her,
but they have lasting outcomes on families, peers, and communities as well. The past
forty years have seen dramatic changes in sexual attitudes and behaviors. Since that time,
there has been an increase in divorce rates, cohabitation, sexual infections and diseases,
babies born to unwed adolescent mothers, serial monogamy, abortion, sexual
dysfunction, infertility, and sexual violence. The nation first responded in recent decades
with an onslaught of education programs designed to scare students into abstinence. The
programs then shifted from abstinence only to increasing knowledge of and resources for
safe sex. Both education movements showed weak results with neither program agenda
claiming to be highly effective. Clearly there are factors affecting sexual behavior that
have not been fully realized and certainly not included in education models or treatment
approaches (Santelli, Lindberg, Abma, McNeely, & Resnick, 2000).
In studying the existing body of literature regarding sexual behavior, many
variables have been offered to help explain why individuals behave as they do with
regard to sexual decisions and subsequent behaviors. Within the counseling literature, the
variables that show the strongest likelihood for offering such an explanation are the
constructs of attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms. However, these variables have
primarily been examined separately and each has been found to have a relationship to
sexual behavior independent of one another. As Gentzler and Kerns (2004) discussed in
their study of attachment and sexual behavior, additional variables may account for the
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effects of attachment style on sexual experiences as attachment explained only a small
percentage of the variance in sexual experiences. This relationship may be better
accounted for by internally generated emotions such as sexual beliefs or self-worth. The
researchers also suggested that because many other factors contribute to people’s sexual
experiences, it should be studied within a broader set of sociocultural factors such as
gender socialization. In order to develop more accurate theoretical models, these
additional variables need to be included. Overall, the problem includes the consequences
of sexual behavior, the misguided sex education programs currently in place, the gap in
the counseling literature identifying which variables have the most significant predictive
ability when analyzed together, and the lack of a treatment approach when counseling
individuals who present with risky sexual behavior.

Purpose of the Study
Despite research findings that show support for the relationship between sexual
behavior and attachment, self-worth, and peer norms, no researchers to date have
attempted to determine the explanatory and predictive importance of these three variables
simultaneously in an attempt to produce a typical profile of the sexually risky individual.
Specific research including these variables would greatly enhance researchers’
understanding of the characteristics most important in determining variations in sexual
behavior. This increased understanding and addition to the existing literature could assist
in forming a foundation for future counseling efforts when working with individuals who
present with sexually risky behavior and its consequences. Reece, Plate, and Daughtry
(2001), state
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…psychological correlates of behaviors likely to be associated with high-risk
sexual behaviors may require health professionals to reenvision the
way…services are delivered. Such correlates, particularly when combined with
social and cultural factors, may necessitate a multifaceted approach that utilizes
the best science from mental health and public health. (p. 158)
The purpose of this study was to explore the variables that contribute to the
differences in sexual decisions and behaviors among adolescent college students. More
specifically, the aim of this study was to determine why some individuals are sexually
healthy and responsible, while others are not. In an effort to do this, I explored the effect
of attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms on the risky sexual behavior (propensity
to engage in intercourse, age at first intercourse, number of partners, one-night stands,
number of oral sex partners, and cheating while involved in a relationship) of males and
females during adolescence and extended adolescence. In order to more accurately
explain and predict such behavior the following hypotheses were tested:
Ho1:

Variations in sexual behavior will not be predicted by attachment style.

Ho2:

Variations in sexual behavior will not be predicted by self-worth domains.

Ho3:

Variations in sexual behavior will not be predicted by perceived peer
group norms.

More specifically, the following research questions were answered:
1. Is attachment style related to college students' sexual behavior?
If so, to what extent does it explain students' propensity to engage in sexual
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intercourse, age at first intercourse, number of sexual partners, number of onenight stands, number of oral sex partners, and history of cheating?
2. How are self-worth domains linked to college students' propensity to engage in
sexual intercourse, age at first intercourse, number of sexual partners, number of
one-night stands, number of oral sex partners, and history of cheating?
3. Do perceptions of peer norms matter in college students' sexual
behaviors? If so, do these norms foster or deter these behaviors?
4. Which of these constructs - attachment style, self-worth domains and
peer norms - best predicts college students' sexual behaviors? What is
the relative importance of each construct?

Definition of Terms
1. Attachment: Attachment involves the tendency to seek closeness to another
person, typically a caregiver, and feel secure when that person is present, as that
person is viewed as a source of security and provides a secure base. Three kinds
of threats activate a child’s attachment system: (a) internal distress from hunger or
other physical and emotional discomfort, (b) external threats to safety or wellbeing, and (c) threats to the availability of an attachment figure (Bowlby, 1982).
2. Attachment Style: How a caregiver responds to a child’s needs and expectations
and how a child’s needs are met leads to distinct attachment patterns or styles.
Being responsive, attentive, and approving leads to a securely attached child that
exhibits less inhibited and more explorative behavior. Being inconsistent in
responding or ignoring or deflecting the needs of the child leads to one of the
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insecure attachment styles. In general, different attachment styles develop
primarily in response to individual differences among caregivers (Hazan &
Shaver, 1994).
a. Secure attachment style: Securely attached people see themselves
favorably and believe that other people will be responsive to them
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
b. Preoccupied attachment style: The preoccupied individual holds a positive
view of others but a negative self-perspective and thus may be more
preoccupied with relationships, often obtaining a sense of self by being
valued by other people (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
c. Dismissing/Avoidant: The dismissive type person has a positive view of
the self but a negative view of others and thus may not seek or value
relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
d. Fearful/Avoidant: The fearful person views both the self and others as
negative. This person does not feel loveable and believes others will be
rejecting and untrustworthy (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
3. Contingencies of Self-Worth: Measured by the Contingencies of Self-Worth
Scale, contingencies are that which individuals may rely on for their self-worth,
including academic competence, appearance, competition, family support, God’s
love, approval from others, and virtue (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001).
4. Social Norms Theory: Social norms theory states that behavior is often influenced
by how individuals perceive other members of a social group to behave (peer
norms), even if those beliefs and perceptions are incorrect. Social norms theory
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suggests that when students perceive that the majority of their peers are engaging
in a particular behavior (perceived peer group norms), they themselves are more
likely to do so, whether or not their peers are actually doing the same (Scholly,
Katz, Gascoigne, & Holck, 2005).
5. Risky sexual behavior: For the purpose of the current study, sexual behavior will
be labeled as more risky as the frequency increases of casual sex, number of sex
partners, number of oral sex partners, cheating behavior, or as the age is younger
for first intercourse.
6. Extended adolescents: For the purpose of the current study, extended adolescents
will be considered college students up to age 25.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Sexual behavior may be the most important of all human activities as it carries
with it the potential for both lifelong benefits and consequences. It can lead to the
creation of new life; foster intimacy and bonding as well as shared pleasure in our
relationships; and fulfill a number of personal and social needs. Yet when exercised in an
unhealthy manner it can have negative outcomes such as sexually transmitted infections,
unintended pregnancy, infertility, abortion, and emotional and psychological pain. In
order to address the problem, it is important to first understand sexual behavior and the
factors that may contribute to unhealthy sexual decisions (Leighton, Sonenstein,
Lindberg, Bradner, Boggess, & Pleck, 1998; Robinson & Jedlicka, 1982; Singh, &
Darroch, 1999).
Various researchers have found a host of factors that may contribute to sexual
differences among adolescents. Such factors can be categorized as psychological,
interpersonal, sociological, relational, behavioral, physical, and contextual. However,
based on research it seems that fewer variables, which may encompass and transcend the
others, may more effectively explain such differences that exist in the sexual decisions
and behaviors of this subgroup of the population. Therefore, the aim of this study was to
more clearly delineate the characteristic profile of the sexually risky individual in an
effort to add to the existing counseling literature. First, a thorough review of the empirical
20
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literature related to sexual behavior and the variables of attachment style, self-worth, and
peer norms, was warranted in an effort to understand the unique influence each may have
on sexually risky decisions. These three factors were chosen from the wealth of variables
either because they showed the most predictive value in explaining differences in sexual
behavior or because they transcended other variables with comparable predictive value.
This section contains the following topics: (a) adolescent sexual development and trends
of human sexual behavior; (b) attachment style and sexual behavior; (c) self-worth and
sexual behavior; and (d) peer group norms and sexual behavior.

Sexual Development
Human beings are sexual beings throughout their entire lives. Sexuality manifests
itself in different ways at each stage of development and presents milestones to be
achieved if sexual health is to be attained or maintained. According to DeLamater and
Friedrich (2002, p. 12) “successfully completing the developmental tasks of adolescence
and young adulthood are keys to sexual health”. The process of achieving sexual maturity
begins at conception and ends at death and is influenced by biological, psychological, and
sociological factors. These forces shape the person's gender and sexual identities, sexual
attitudes, and sexual behavior (DeLamater & Friedrich, 2002).
The capacity for a sexual response is present from birth and by the ages of three to
seven, there is a marked increase in sexual interest and activity, with many children
engaging in sexual play, including doctor and house. Patterns of relationships later in life
are also shaped during this time through the quality of relationships with parents
(DeLamater & Friedrich, 2002; Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005). During
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preadolescence, children typically engage in homosocial play, socializing with larger
networks of friends of the same gender in sex-segregated groups. Those of the opposite
gender are often disliked and the attention instead is focused on oneself and acceptance
from same-sex peers. Near the end of this stage however, most preadolescents report their
first experience of sexual attraction (Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005).
The biological changes leading to primary and secondary sex characteristics mark
the onset of adolescence (Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005) and lead to a
continued heightening of sexual interest. In addition to biological changes, social and
psychological factors interact as well, either facilitating or inhibiting sexual expression.
Because of this, it is at this time that any similarities in sexual behavior previously noted
for this cohort become much more varied and difficult to explain or summarize
(DeLamater & Friedrich, 2002).
Learning how to manage physical and emotional intimacy in relationships with
others is central to the period of adolescence, as is resolving the conflict between identity
and role confusion. Relating to others and to self in the midst of conflicting social,
psychological, and biological influences is a difficult task. The adolescent, who is
considered neither a child nor an adult, may emerge with a stable, self-confident sense of
who they are sexually while another may continue to be conflicted (DeLamater &
Friedrich, 2002).
As adolescents begin to enter young adulthood, the process of achieving sexual
maturity continues while simultaneously being presented with several options regarding
relationship style. Young adults again show wide variation in sexual behavior as they
may choose to remain celibate, participate in one long-term monogamous relationship,
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participate in sexual relationships with several persons, or engage in serial monogamy--a
series of two or more relationships involving fidelity to the partner for the duration of
each relationship (DeLamater & Friedrich, 2002; Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus,
2005).
With a general understanding of the overall development of sexuality during
adolescence and young adulthood, including biological, psychological, and sociological
factors as influential at each stage of development, it is important to provide a picture of
the trends in adolescent and young adult sexual behavior across time to more completely
understand the complexities of sexual behavior during this stage of life. Next, I will focus
more specifically on sexual behavior among late adolescents and young adults as it is
influenced by psychological factors of attachment, self-worth, and peer group approval.

Trends in Adolescent Sexual Behavior
The available research on the sexual behavior of high school and college students
has shown that the rate of having ever had premarital intercourse continued to increase
consistently between 1965 and 1980 (see Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1). This rate of increase
was greater for females than for males, resulting in an increase of 12.3 percentage points
between 1965 and 1980 for males and an increase of 34.8 percentage points for females
during this same time period. From 1980 to 1982, evident in the research was a decrease
for both males and females. However, between 1982 and 1985, rates began to increase
once more for females. From 1985 to 2001, rates of premarital intercourse have slowly
decreased by 11.5% for males and 9.1% for females, so that by 2001, there were only 5.6
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percentage points separating the genders (Leighton, Sonenstein, Lindberg, Bradner,
Boggess, & Pleck, 1998; Robinson & Jedlicka, 1982; Singh, & Darroch, 1999).

Table 2.1 Rate of having ever had premarital intercourse among high school and college
adolescents

Year

1965 1970 1975

1980

1982

1988 1995

2001

65.1

65

73.9

77.4

63

60

55

48.5

28.7

37.3

57.1

63.5

45

52

50.6

42.9

% of
Males

% of
Females

Percent having
intercourse

100
80
60

Males

40

Females

20
0
1965

1970

1975

1980

1982

1988

1995

2001

Year

Figure 2.1 Percentage of high school and college adolescents engaging in premarital
intercourse
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Although it is apparent that the number of adolescents reporting ever having had
sexual intercourse is decreasing, it seems that other risky sexual behaviors are increasing.
In other words, while those who may have already been potentially low risk for sexual
intercourse are delaying age at first intercourse, those who were at high risk are
continuing to be so. For instance, of those who report being sexually active, age at
initiating sexual activity is getting younger. Approximately 12.1% of males and 3.0% of
females aged 18-21 reportedly have had sexual intercourse by 12 years of age. By age 15,
those numbers increase to 29% for males and 25% for females. Not only does the
likelihood of sexual activity increase with age, so too does the number of sexual partners
(Laurie, Bartholomae, & Zentall, 2000).
While decreases are seen in males reporting multiple sex partners, this is not so
for females. Females are also now having intercourse at much the same rate as males. In
addition, condom use has leveled off, and oral sex is continually increasing, as is
frequency of sex (Leighton, Sonenstein, Lindberg, Bradner, Boggess, & Pleck, 1998;
Robinson & Jedlicka, 1982; Singh, & Darroch, 1999). Sawyer and Beck (1991) found
that 65% of first year college students in their sample were already sexually active when
they arrived at the university. Others (e.g. Meschke, Bartholomae, & Zentall, 2000)
reported this number to be over 80%. One-third of this sexually active group reported
having had two or three different sexual partners in the past year, and another 16%
reported having had six or more sexual partners. Blonna, Hayde, and Milcetic (1991)
found that in the previous year, 79% of their student sample reported having had some
type of sexual intercourse an average of 2.8 times per month. In this study the average
number of different sexual partners in the past year was 2.3. Finally, Baldwin and
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Baldwin (1988) found 54% of their college student sample having had a new sexual
partner within the last three months, and eight percent had been sexually active with three
or more partners during the last three months.
There is also evidence that students have engaged in sex with partners whom they
hardly know. Twenty-five percent of the sexually active students had intercourse with
people they knew only slightly, and 30% with partners they knew only moderately
(Fisher & Mishovich, 1990). While these students feel comfortable enough with this
partner to have sexual intercourse with them, they do not report feeling comfortable
enough to ask them for their sexual history and status regarding disease and infection.
The literature seems to indicate that college students are having sexual intercourse
with multiple partners, and they are having sex with partners they do not know well or
whose sexual history or status is unknown. However, studies show that only a small
percentage of sexually active students (8% to 26%) use condoms every time they engage
in intercourse (Blonna et al., 1991; DiClemente, Forrest, & Mickler, 1990; MacDonald,
Wells, Fisher, Warren, King, Doherty, & Bowie, 1990). Roscoe and Kruger (1990) found
that 37% of the sexually active heterosexual students surveyed had never used condoms
in the past year. Less than 20% of students surveyed by Baldwin and Baldwin (1988)
used condoms 75% or more of the time. In a survey of sexually active university
students, MacDonald et al. (1990) found that while 21% of the males and nine percent of
the females had 10 or more sex partners, only 21% and eight percent respectively
reported regular condom use.
Several popular explanations emerge to account for the changes in sexual
behavior. While some of these explanations offer valid arguments, others offer conflicted
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information. For instance, religious beliefs have been widely assumed to influence a
person’s sexual decision making. However, Leighton, Sonenstein, Lindberg, Bradner,
Boggess, and Pleck (1998) found that highly religious participants were significantly
more likely than less religious participants to have had recent sexual activity. Further,
they found that of those that held conservative views of premarital intercourse, most
changed their beliefs and attitudes once they became sexually active. Thus, beliefs and
attitudes about premarital sex are influenced by sexual behavior just as sexual behavior is
influenced by attitudes and beliefs.
Traditionally, the double standard of contemporary society offered another
explanation for trends in sexual behavior that females and males are evaluated according
to different standards. What is appropriate, even acclaimed, sexual behavior for males has
been frowned upon for females. In other words, males and females have been held to
different sexual standards, leading to females being perceived more negatively for having
the same sexual experiences as a male. However, Marks and Fraley (2005, p. 176) call
this an “ubiquitous phenomenon in contemporary society” that is not supported by
empirical research. In fact, Robinson and Jedlicka (1982) found that the double standard
had largely vanished by 1975. If the double standard did exist but began to disintegrate
by the mid to late 1970’s, it might explain the sudden increase in female sexual activity
that occurred from 1975 to 1980. It does not however, explain the dramatic decrease in
female sexual activity from 1980 to 1985.
Another popular argument for explaining trends in sexual behavior is education
regarding HIV/AIDS. However, it has been found that while initially the panic associated
with the epidemic in the early 1980’s may have been largely responsible for sudden
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decreases in sexual activity, the opposite effect may now be observed. Increased
education regarding AIDS leads to increased knowledge about safer sex practices and
advances in medicine. It has been found that the latter two lead to fearlessness and
invulnerability, and thus risky sexual behavior increases (Rathus, Nevid, & FichnerRathus, 2005).
Finally, researchers have indicated that overall shifts in sexual behavior for some
subgroups is largely inconsistent for others, suggesting that researchers and educators
have not fully understood the factors that motivate adolescents (Leighton, Sonenstein,
Lindberg, Bradner, Boggess, & Pleck, 1998). Other factors are clearly involved that
motivate sexual decision making and influence changes in sexual behavior over time
(Leighton, Sonenstein, Lindberg, Bradner, Boggess, & Pleck, 1998). For instance,
Zimmer-Gembeck, Siebenbruner, and Collins (2004) stated, “a complex pathway…leads
to a greater accumulation of sexual partners….This pathway begins in childhood and
includes individual qualities, peer acceptance, romantic relationships, and alcohol use”
(p. 381). Similarly, Rashad and Kaestner (2004) asserted “it is likely that an adolescent’s
sexual behavior…depend(s) on a set of personal and social behaviors” (p.493). Religious
values, the double standard, and HIV/AIDS education cannot account for overall trends
in sexual behavior over time. Clearly other factors are influencing the sexual attitudes,
decisions, and behaviors of adolescents. Because of this, it is important to examine the
research regarding the variables of attachment, self-worth, and peer norms, all of which
have been empirically supported for explaining and predicting variations in sexual
behavior.
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Attachment Theory
John Bowlby is credited with developing attachment theory in the 1950s and
1960s as an extension of psychoanalytic theory. Attachment theory presumes a
biologically based drive for closeness with potential caregivers (Peluso, Peluso, White, &
Kern, 2004). Infants are born with a behavioral attachment system that is triggered by
distress, and the system’s output (cries and other signals) motivates mothers (and other
caregivers) to come close, thus providing infants with nurturing and protection. When
there is no need for protection, the mother becomes a secure base from which the child
can explore the environment. For most infants, the system is highly effective and, over
time, they come to know their primary caregiver as a dependable source of comfort and
security. However, for some infants, the natural tendency to attain closeness with their
caregiver is thwarted by a history of rejection or insensitive caregiving. As a result, these
infants may come to distance themselves from their caregiver when they are distressed or
they may continue to seek closeness in repeated but failed efforts to attain security
(Bowlby, 1969/1982).
Based on the tenets of Bowlby’s (1969) work, Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and
Wall (1978) designed a classification system to categorize infant attachment style.
Observation of an infant being reunited with the primary caregiver after a short
separation serves as the basis for classification. Accordingly, a securely attached infant
will make close contact with their mother at reunion, is comforted by her, and then feels
comfortable enough to explore independently, using mother as a secure base when
needed. An avoidantly attached infant will distance themselves from the mother or ignore
her when reunited. The mothers of these children were observed to be rejecting,
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emotionally distant, and often to display feelings of anger toward their children. An
ambivalently attached infant will remain obviously distressed despite the mother’s return
and despite her availability and attempts to comfort. The mothers of these children were
inconsistent or unresponsive in meeting the child’s needs (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, &
Wall, 1978; Peluso, Peluso, White, & Kern, 2004).
When children experience an insecure attachment relationship, significant deficits
in their development of self occur, and their ability to relate to others suffers as well
(Sheperis, Doggett, Hoda, Blanchard, Renfro-Michel, Holdiness, & Schlagheck, 2003).
These effects can have long-term negative psychological and relationship consequences.
Attachment relationships represent adaptive responses to the environment and/or
caretakers that are necessary for a period of time during childhood. However, because
these attachment styles remain relatively fixed into adulthood, a relationship between the
child and the caregiver that consists of disrupted attachment or being too closely attached
to an unresponsive or rejecting caretaker can become problematic as the child grows
older and tries to form new and healthy relationships (Sheperis, Hope, & Ferraez, 2004;
Sroufe, 1988).
The attachment styles remain relatively fixed due to the child internalizing them,
resulting in a set of expectations of self and others. Not only does this framework of
expectations include a view of self as loveable or not, but also a view of others as likely
to meet an individual’s needs or provide rejection. These expectations then provide a
context for directing behavior, interpreting events, and negotiating with the environment
and in relationships. By age 4 or 5, the child has developed an internal working model of
self and others that shapes behavior, affect, and ideas of the self, others, and relationships
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across the lifespan (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 1969; Sheperis, Hope, & Ferraez,
2004; Sroufe, 1988).
Hazan and Shaver (1987) applied these basic principles of attachment theory,
supplied by Bowlby (1969) and Ainsworth et al. (1978) to the study of adult romantic
relationships. However, in regards to adult attachment theory, it is the adult’s feelings
regarding emotional closeness that determine the label of their attachment style, and not
stress-induced behavior as is the case for infants. In other words, the securely attached
adult is comfortable with emotional closeness and dependency, is confident in others’
responses, and views love positively but realistically. The avoidantly attached adult is
uncomfortable with emotional closeness and dependency, feels insecure about others’
intentions, and prefers distance in relationships. The ambivalently attached adult is
preoccupied with emotional closeness but fears rejection, describes love with concepts of
jealousy and obsessiveness and often feels less confident and misunderstood (Hazan &
Shaver, 1987; Van Buren & Cooley, 2002).
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) developed a model with four quadrants based
on the three-category model of attachment proposed by Hazan and Shaver (1987). In this
new model, the view of self as positive or negative was intersected with the view of
others as positive or negative. This resulted in four types of attachment: secure,
preoccupied, fearful, and dismissive. The securely attached adult views him or herself
favorably and believes that other people will be responsive to him/her. Fearful adults see
both themselves and others as negative. This adult does not feel loveable and believes
others will be rejecting and untrustworthy. The preoccupied adult feels positively about
others but negatively about himself/herself. They often use relationships to improve their
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sense of self by seeking value from other people. Finally, the dismissive adult has a
positive view of self but a negative view of others and therefore avoids and devalues
relationships (Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991; Van Buren & Cooley, 2002).
According to Fraley and Shaver (2000) the attachment system that is developed
early in life continues to seek ways to gratify attachment needs throughout adult life. The
motivations, feelings, schemata, and characteristic behaviors influence both the
caregiving system and the sexual system, as they are utilized as new venues to meet old
needs. Thus, attachment styles found in adult relationships can easily be related to and
affect sexual behavior (Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Sheperis, Hope, & Ferraez, 2004).

Attachment and Sexual Behavior
For many people, emotional intimacy is an important component of physically
intimate behaviors, even a necessary prerequisite in that sexual behaviors only follow
once a certain level of emotional intimacy is achieved. However, people’s motives for
sexual behaviors vary, and while some may use sexual encounters to solidify emotional
intimacy and connectedness, others may use it to avoid the same (Cooper, Shapiro, &
Powers, 1998). It seems that attachment style may relate substantially to which of these
patterns an individual subscribes to, if either. Researchers have validated adult
attachment by linking it to romantic relationship outcomes in general, with secure
attachment relating to positive relationship outcomes, and insecure attachments relating
to less-desirable relationship outcomes (Gentzler & Kerns, 2004). More specifically,
sexual behavior has been shown to serve the needs of the attachment system. Using
Hazan and Shaver’s (1987) 3-category model and Bartholomew and Horowitz’s (1991)
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4-category model of attachment, I examined each of the attachment styles as they
specifically related to relationships and sexual behavior among older adolescents enrolled
in college, otherwise known as those in the stage of extended adolescence.
Secure individuals display a picture of sexual appropriateness as evidenced by
healthy decisions and behaviors. They typically reserve sexual experiences for committed
relationships as they believe sex should be restricted to romantically committed partners.
Therefore, they report fewer partners overall, fewer one-night stands, are unlikely to have
engaged in a hookup (sexual encounter with a stranger or acquaintance), and have more
positive recall of sexual experiences. These individuals are prone to high levels of selfdisclosure, though not inappropriately high, as these disclosures typically occur within a
committed relationship (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Brennan & Shaver, 1995).
In an attempt to avoid intimacy, the avoidant individual either avoids sexual
intercourse or engages in casual sex, with both behaviors achieving the avoidance goal.
In a study of college males, Kalichman, Sarwer, Johnson, Ali, Early, and Tuten (1993),
found that those reporting to be virgins were most likely to be avoidantly attached.
However, for those who had engaged in sexual intercourse, a very different image arose.
Sexually active avoidant males were more likely to engage in casual sex with strangers
and report hookups, behavior reportedly motivated by status-related reasons such as
impressing a peer group. The sexually active avoidant male does very little selfdisclosing and is less intimate in his behaviors, tending to minimize emotional intimacy.
The sexual intercourse is devoid of emotional expression and is consistent with his low
desire and tolerance for intimacy (Cooper, Shaver, & Collins, 1998; Paul, McManus, &
Hayes, 2000).
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Ambivalent/anxious individuals are also more likely to engage in high levels of
self-disclosure, though inappropriate in their amounts. They are more intimate in their
behaviors to the extent that they equate sex with closeness, frequently initiate physically
intimate encounters, and are demanding toward others in order to get their attachment
needs met. Because they crave the emotional closeness inherent in most committed
romantic relationships, they have difficulty maintaining these relationships. What results
is a pattern of intense and short-lived relationships, leading to a higher number of sexual
partners over time. These individuals are also less likely to engage in safer sex behaviors
due to fear of losing their partners or upsetting them. In addition, anxious females are
more willing to consent to unwanted sexual behaviors (Cooper, Shaver, & Collins, 1998;
Feeney, Kelly, Gallois, Peterson, & Terry, 1999).
It is important to note gender differences as they relate to the profiles according to
the attachment styles given above. Bogaert and Sadava (2002) conducted a study to
examine the relationship between adult attachment and sexuality, careful to take into
account the effects of gender. A linear regression analysis of data collected from 792
participants found that females, more than males, may be more sensitive to internal
working models of attachment, affecting their sexual behavior more than others. With
this in mind, gender differences can be detected when examining the effects of
attachment style on sexual behavior.
For example, researchers have found that anxiously attached females, but not
males, engage in sexual intercourse at a young age (Cooper, Shaver, & Collins, 1998). In
addition, when compared to anxious males, anxious females are more willing to consent
to unwanted sexual behaviors and to report more negative affect from their sexual
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experiences. However, Gentzler and Kerns (2004) conducted a study of 328
undergraduate students to test how avoidant and anxious attachment are related to sexual
experiences. It was their conclusion that both avoidant males and females, not anxious
females, are most likely to consent to unwanted sex. In addition, they found significant
gender differences between anxious males and females, with anxious males prolonging
age at first intercourse and having fewer sexual partners, while anxious females had
earlier sexual intercourse, reported a higher number of sexual partners, and were more
likely to engage in voyeurism and exhibitionism. Feeney, Noller, and Patty (1993),
supported the inverse of this stating that avoidant females and anxious/ambivalent males
were least likely to report recent intercourse. Schachner and Shaver (2004, p. 191)
confirm this as well stating that females “high in avoidance specifically do not have sex
to cope or feel valued.” Additionally, Gangestad and Thornhill (1997) found that
avoidant males and anxious-ambivalent females were more likely to be unfaithful to a
partner.
Important racial differences were found by Impett and Peplau (2002) in a study
examining motives for consenting to unwanted sex among 125 females. Of this sample,
63% indicated having consented to unwanted sexual intercourse. However, patterns in
motivations varied according to race. For a Caucasian female, the higher the anxiety, the
more willing she was to consent to unwanted sexual activity. Furthermore, the greater the
discrepancy she perceived between her own and her partner’s level of commitment to the
relationship, with her level believed to be stronger, the more likely she was to consent to
unwanted sexual activity. However, for African American females, several differences
emerged. Rather than anxiety, it was avoidance that showed a positive association with a
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willingness to consent to unwanted sex. Also, the greater the discrepancy in commitment
levels, with the self being more committed than the partner, the less willing African
American females were to consent to unwanted sex.
It would seem that the avoidantly attached male and the anxiously attached female
display the most obvious problematic sexual behavior, with higher rates of cheating,
unsafe sex, and casual sex. While their motivations seem very different, there may be a
commonality. It is important to first understand that avoidant individuals derive their selfworth from feeling competent, while anxious individuals feel good about themselves if
they are liked. The avoidant male engages in sexual pursuits in order to impress peers and
gain status among male counterparts, both of which are self-defining or self-enhancing
reasons. Collins and Read (1990) found that the greater the anxiety the lower the selfworth. Therefore, the anxious female engages in sexual activities in order to feel
reassured, approved of, and secure in her relationship with the current partner in order to
stave off fears of abandonment (Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004). Both of these
motivations share the underlying theme of insecurity and the need to feel validated,
leading the reader to question the relationship between feelings of self-worth and
motivations for sexual behavior. In addition, though researchers are not necessarily in
agreement regarding the exact relationship between self-worth and sexuality, the majority
of researchers do agree that a relationship does exist. For these reasons, I will now turn
my attention to self-worth and its relation to sexual behavior.

37

Self-worth
Crocker and Park (2004) found that when self-worth is derived from external
sources, such as appearance, it can be associated with destructive behavior, including
substance abuse, sexually risky behaviors, and eating disorders. Further, they found that
students who looked to such external sources for their feelings of self-worth were
susceptible to fluctuations in self-worth, with increases on days of acceptance and
decreases on days of rejection. Students whose self-worth is unstable are not only more
reactive to everyday events, but also base decisions and act on the need to increase selfworth, even if only for the moment.
Genuine self-worth has two dimensions of self-evaluation: (a) an evaluation that
one is competent to deal with life’s basic challenges (e.g. self-efficacy) and (b) an
evaluation that one is worthy of happiness (e.g. self-worth). Self-worth encompasses the
conviction that one deserves success, love, and friendships, and the acceptance of
positive feelings as natural to one’s existence (Branden, 1995). Moreover, these
evaluations of competence and of worth, if they are to be secure and enduring, need to be
based on objective standards. The standards for self-worth include self-reflective and
independent thought; taking responsibility for and authentically asserting one’s thoughts,
beliefs, values, and action; pursuing meaningful life goals; and adhering to moral values
that are based on reason. If individuals act in ways that meet these objective standards,
self-worth will increase; if individuals fail to act in these ways, or betray these standards,
self-worth will decrease. These sources of self-worth are internal to the person and
depend on self-directed psychological processes that are under each person’s control
(Branden, 1995).
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Branden (1995) made a sharp distinction between genuine self-worth and pseudo
self-worth. He said that pseudo self-worth relies on external sources, such as being
admired or approved by others, social status, or physical appearance. People tend to put
their reliance on external sources to the extent that they are lacking in the self-directed
internal sources of self-worth. Because such external sources are not under our direct
control, they cannot realistically enhance our feelings of competence. Self-worth that
depends on them is insecure and under constant threat, and therefore in continuous need
of repair or improvement. Behaviors that serve to improve the self-worth will often be
repeated in this attempt (Branden, 1995).

Self-worth and Sexual Behavior
Few would deny that romantic relationships are often a source of satisfaction,
filling essential needs of security and personal growth. And certainly, the experience of
approval from others and of satisfying relationships would significantly contribute to a
sense of self-worth for most. Brennan and Morris (1997, p. 23) stated, “The idea that
relationship experiences help foster self-worth is widely held”. Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, and
Bylsma (2000), supported this having found that a person’s self-worth was closely related
to their partner’s positive regard and feelings of love. However, not all relationships are
satisfying and sometimes a partner’s feelings of love diminish. For those individuals who
do not have a solid sense of self-worth, fluctuations may result and behavior may be
altered as it is based on external influences (Broemer & Blumle, 2003; Hollar & Snizek,
1996).
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Keeling (1991) agreed that concept of self, or one’s self-worth, is not only
impacted by relationships, but likewise, heavily influences relationship behavior. More
specifically, he stated that an individual’s low self-worth may be an underlying reason for
engaging in high-risk sexual behavior (e.g. early initiation of coitus, multiple partners,
unsafe sex, and non conventional sexual behaviors) because of the immediate fix, even
when aware of the long-term consequences. According to Foreman (2003, p. 650) “the
expectation or longing for intimacy, desire for a long-term relationship, and the desire for
personal or partner pleasure seem to overshadow…risk”. Further, Keeling (1991) insisted
that problems in self-definition, self-acceptance, and self-worth lead adolescents to
engage in riskier situations, making decisions based on external influences rather than on
internal controls.
Self-worth also appears to influence early sexual activity. Both Connor, Poyrazli,
Rerrer-Wreder, and Grahame (2004), and Whitbeck, Yoder, Hoyt, and Conger (1999)
found a positive correlation between sexual behavior, when correlated with age at first
experience, and self-worth. In other words, students in general, with no regard for gender
and with higher levels of self-worth are found to be more likely to engage in sexual
intercourse later in life. However, Spencer, Zimet, Aalsama, and Orr (2002) found a
difference by gender in how self-worth affected adolescents’ sexual behavior. In a
longitudinal study conducted by Spencer, Zimet, Aalsama, and Orr (2002), 188 students
chosen from a convenience sample were given a self-worth inventory and asked
questions regarding their sexual activity. Results indicated that girls who scored lower on
the self-worth measure were three times more likely to initiate sexual intercourse. It is
suggested that these girls may initiate sexual intercourse to feel better about themselves,
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and to feel an intimate connection, though short-lived. Similarly, Noll, Trickett, and
Putnam (2000), found that adolescent girls seek romantic partners chiefly for emotional
support and self-worth building. However, according to Spencer et al. (2002) boys who
scored high on the self-worth inventory were 2.4 times more likely to initiate sexual
intercourse. This would indicate that there is a negative relationship for girls between
self-worth and early sexual intercourse while there seems to be a positive relationship for
boys between self-worth and early sexual intercourse.
Unlike Spencer et al. (2002), Hollar and Snizek (1996) found no gender
differences when examining the relationship between self-worth and the likelihood of
engaging in conventional versus non conventional sexual behavior among 353 college
students. Conventional sexual behavior included (a) engaging in unprotected
penile/vaginal intercourse, (b) having many different sexual partners, and (c) engaging in
sex with someone who has had multiple sexual partners. Non conventional sexual
behavior included (a) engaging in unprotected anal intercourse, (b) sharing a syringe, (c)
having sex with someone known to have shared a syringe, (d) having sex with a
prostitute, and (e) engaging in sex with someone who is known to be HIV positive.
Interestingly, they found that students of both genders with high levels of self-worth were
more likely to engage in risky forms of conventional sexual behavior, while students with
low self-worth were more likely to engage in risky forms of non conventional sexual
behavior. The researchers (i.e. Hollar and Snizek) suggested that sexual acting out may
actually be an external source of instant self-worth gratification.
In addition to early initiation of coitus and engaging in non conventional sexual
behavior, self-worth has also been related to condom use. Adler and Hendrick (1991)
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sampled 272 college men and women separately and found a positive relationship
between self-worth and contraceptive use, meaning higher levels of self-worth were
associated with higher levels of contraceptive use, among both men and women. Foreman
(2003) found that women with low levels of self-worth needed desperately to maintain
their beliefs that their partners were faithful. Having unsafe sex helped them to do this.
Additionally, these same women may have felt powerless in terms of sexual negotiation
and as a result did not communicate with sexual partners. They also found that some
women were more likely to use condoms with men with whom they sought no long-term
attachment. For these women, condom use seemed to be a negative behavior and was
used to send the message that nothing more than sex was expected.
While much research has assisted scholars in establishing the link between selfworth and sexual behavior, there has also been much evidence to the contrary (Benson &
Torpy 1995; Orr, Wilbrandt, Brack, Rauch, & Ingersoll, 1989; Paul, Fitzjohn, Herbison,
& Dickson, 2000; Robinson & Frank, 1994). The results of other research actually
indicates that males and females with higher self-worth have more sexual partners than
do those with low self-worth (Walsh, 1991). There continues to be contradictory research
findings when analyzing the relationship between self-worth and early sexual initiation
and much of the discrepancy seems to be influenced by the gender, location, and age of
the sample, as these variables may experience different peer norms.
Recall that Spencer, Zimet, Aalsama, and Orr (2002) found a negative
relationship for females between self-worth and early sexual intercourse and a positive
relationship for males between self-worth and early sexual intercourse. This gender
difference could perhaps be explained by assessing the differences in peer norms for male
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and female sexual behavior. If females pursue sexual activities to bolster self-worth, yet
afterwards peer norms disapprove of such behavior, the short-term gain in feelings of
self-worth is lost. However, if males pursue sexual activities to bolster self-worth, and
afterwards peer norms reward this behavior, the short-term gain in feelings of self-worth
is then enhanced by peer approval.
Additionally, the findings of Hollar and Snizek (1996) suggested that self-worth
levels did not correlate with engaging in sexual activity until sexual activity was
categorized as conventional or non conventional. Those with high levels of self-worth
were found to engage in conventional sexual behavior, while those with low levels of
self-worth were found to engage in non conventional sexual behavior. The peer norms of
the sample must be considered. In the above study by Spencer, Zimet, Aalsama, and Orr
(2002) participants were high school students between the ages of 12 and 16. Hollar and
Snizek (1996) sampled college students, who may experience very different peer norms.
The college experience provides females with many opportunities for newfound
independence, experimentation, self-expression, and the development of new ideas,
attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (Foreman, 2003). The double standard that may still be
present in high schools is virtually absent from college campuses, explaining why there
was no gender difference found by Hollar and Snizek (1996). Non conventional sexual
behavior may be explained by the lack of general approval for the difference between
self-worth levels by type of sexual behavior. The effect of self-worth on sexual behavior
appears to be partly mitigated by peer norms. In addition, research shows a strong
relationship between peer norms and decision making for adolescents. For these reasons,
it is important to examine the role that peer norms play in sexual decision making.
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Perceived Peer Norms
In American society, adolescence represents a stage in the life cycle when one is
very likely to come under pressure and conform to reference group behavior, attitudes,
and beliefs. Understanding such reference groups is especially useful for understanding
behavior. During childhood, the family monopolizes the experiences of the individual
and serves as an important point of reference in guiding behavior and shaping attitudes.
But in adolescence, peers begin to assume an increasingly important role, so that by
college, the peer group serves as the primary reference point (Mirande, 1968). According
to Majumdar (2003, p. 1) “peers have a greater impact in predicting sexual risk among
adolescents than parents”. Once in college, students begin to question many of their
previously held assumptions and ideas. Couple this with the isolation of students from
mainstream society and from familial ideals and the importance of peers increases
(Mirande, 1968).
As early as 1968, the influence of peer reference groups could be observed.
Mirande (1968) studied sexual behavior among college students and found that those who
had not yet engaged in sexual intercourse were far more likely to have reference groups
that disapproved of intercourse. The reference groups of those who had experienced
intercourse however, generally provided approval of sexual intercourse. These
differences in reference group standards between students who had and had not engaged
in premarital sex were statistically significant for both male and female participants. This
study supports the notion that behavior is generally consistent with the expectation of
peers and there is a strong relationship between the attitudes and sexual behavior of
friends and one’s own behavior.
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Continuing with this same line of research, Mirande (1968) also predicted that
members of groups believed to be highly cohesive, such as Greek organizations, would
be especially sensitive to peer standards. As was expected, students involved in
affiliations were higher in their consistency between sexual behavior and peer
expectations than students not involved in organized affiliations.
Having established the impact of peer groups, it is important to understand a
newer line of research which has been used to extend the assumptions of peer reference
groups. Social norms theory is based on the notion that behavior is often influenced by
how individuals perceive other members of a social group to behave, even if those beliefs
and perceptions are incorrect. In other words, perceived peer norms are a part of the
social norms theory, in that they are used to determine an individual’s behavior. The
social norms theory was first applied to the college population during the 1980s to
address heavy alcohol use on campuses. A large discrepancy was found between
students’ actual alcohol use and their perception of their peers’ alcohol use. Social norms
theory suggests that when students perceive that the majority of their peers are engaging
in a particular behavior, they themselves are more likely to do so, whether or not their
peers are actually doing the same (Scholly, Katz, Gascoigne, & Holck, 2005).
Scholly et al. (2005) conducted a social norms-based intervention in an effort to
reduce high-risk sexual behaviors among undergraduates based on predictions that widely
held misperceptions may encourage risky behavior in an attempt to conform to perceived
norms. As was predicted, students overestimated their peers’ levels of sexual activity and
numbers of partners, and underestimated rates of condom use. Students then not only use
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this to guide their own behavior in order to increase similarities between themselves and
their peers, but also as a rationalization for risky behavior.
Motivations for sexual behavior were examined by Kinsman and Romer (1998).
They found that the perception of peer behavior as well as perceived social gains shaped
sexual decision making among male participants. The strongest predictor of sexual
behavior was intent, and the strongest predictor of intent was the belief that friends were
already engaging in particular sexual behaviors, making them 2.5 times more likely to do
so themselves. These findings further support the notion that perceptions about peer
behaviors motivate sexual decisions in an effort to align behaviors to reflect that of
perceived norms.
Kinsman and Romer (1998) suggested that perceived social stigma or social gain
greatly direct sexual behavior as well. Catania, Coates, Greenblatt, Dolcini, Kegeles,
Puckett, Corman, and Miller (1989) endorsed this suggestion having found increased
numbers of sexual partners to be associated with greater peer approval of sexual activity.
Conversely, social stigma and disapproval of unsafe sex was found to be the most
consistent predictor of safe sex practices across age and gender (Wilkinson, Iscoe, &
Holahan, 1998). In other words, when behavioral norms promote the practice of safe sex,
more students report practicing safe sex. Similarly, Coyle, Kirby, Marin, Gomez, and
Gregorich (2004) found that when boys perceived fewer peer norms supporting sexual
intercourse, they were less likely to be in sexually tempting situations, and more likely to
have positive attitudes toward abstaining from sex.
Though researchers have found a strong link between peer group norms and
sexual behavior across genders, there does appear to be a stronger correlation for males
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than for females, with the exception of females involved in Greek societies. It seems that
perhaps while females are more apt to base sexual behavior on individual needs of
acceptance and approval from a male partner, males are more prone to base sexual
behavior on individual needs of acceptance and approval from male peers.

Conclusion
In general, previous research efforts support a strong relationship between each of
the chosen variables and the sexual behavior of adolescents. Attachment style can be said
to influence sexual decision making as individuals carry patterns of relational interaction
with them through adolescents and into adulthood. The mechanisms used to get
attachment needs met as children are also displayed in later romantic relationships, and
thereby influential to the sexual behavior inherent in such relationships. Self-worth seems
multifaceted, yet innately connected to sexual decision making, and influential in two
separate manners. Individuals with low self-worth, or fragile high self-worth, or
contingent self-worth, attempt to improve feelings of self, if only momentarily, through
external validation and displays of affection. This is typically done only to the extent that
one equates sexual connectedness with feelings of love and belonging. In another
scenario, individuals who derive their self-worth from the non-romantic approval of peers
may also seek out sexual conquests for the purpose of prideful boasting. This latter
example seems connected to peer norms, in that peers must approve of such conquests in
order for feelings of self to improve as a result of sexual behavior. Though contradictions
within the research can be found, especially related to gender differences, few researchers
claim no relationship exists. Certainly attachment, self-worth, and peer norms provide
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valuable insights into the sexual decision making and behavior of the adolescent
population.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

It is evident that the concepts of attachment style, self-worth, and peer group
influence are all related to sexual behavior among adolescents. However, the goal of this
research was to more accurately explain and predict which of these constructs, or which
combination of these constructs, has the greatest predictive value for determining sexual
decision making. This chapter is divided into five subsections (i.e., general research
design, characteristics of the participants, procedures for data collection, psychometric
properties of each instrument, and statistical analyses).

Research Design
The proposed study is explanatory non-experimental research and is intended to
explain existing differences in the sexual behavior of college students. Conditions of the
group investigated already existed. In other words, participants were or were not already
sexually active at the time of assessment. This type of research is valuable for assisting
the researcher in identifying possible predictor variables to explain observed variations in
the behavior patterns of college students.
For the purposes of this study, multiple independent variables were used to
measure the constructs of attachment style, domain of self-worth, and peer group
48
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influence. The construct of sexual behavior was measured by the dependent variables of
virginity status, number of partners, one-time partners (also known as hook-ups, onenight stands, or casual sex), number of oral sex partners without intercourse, age at first
intercourse, and cheating while involved in a relationship. My goal was to explain
variations in the dependent variables by examining consistencies in the independent
variables (i.e., what is the typical attachment style, domain of self-worth, and perception
of peer behavior, of the college student who is risky in their sexual behavior, as
evidenced by a higher number of partners, casual sex, frequent oral sex, early intercourse,
and a history of cheating?). Even more important, which of the independent variables, or
combination of, more accurately predicts this type of behavior?

Participants
The number of participants comprising the sample was based on minimum
guidelines of best practice and past studies. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) established
guidelines for multiple regression analysis related to power, alpha level, number of
independent variables, and expected effect size. According to these authors, when testing
b coefficients, or independent variables, N > = 104 + m, where m = number of
independent variables. The guideline for testing R-square, or the multiple correlation, is
N > = 50 + 8m. According to the stipulated guides, the present study required a minimum
of 116 and 146 participants respectively.
If m > = N, regression gives a meaningless solution with R square = 1.0. In
general, a larger N is required when the dependent variable is skewed; when testing small
effect sizes, where f2 = .01, .15, and .35 for small, medium and large effect sizes; when
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there is more measurement error in the independent variables; and if the design calls for
cross-validating training data to test data, requiring the data to be split in half and
analyzed separately so that the second set of data may or may not validate the first set.
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) cautioned against too many cases. As the number of cases
increases, so too does the risk of deriving significance from the slightest of variance.
Accordingly, it seems most appropriate to measure the smallest number of cases that has
a reasonable chance of revealing significance. Researchers using multiple regression
analysis to study sexual behavior in the past five years have varied sample sizes from 125
to 792 (Bogaert & Sadava, 2002; Gentzler & Kerns, 2004; Impett & Peplau, 2002; Paul,
McManus, & Hayes, 2000; and Schachner & Shaver, 2004). For the purposes of this
study, the desired sample size was at least 600 participants.

Population/Sample
The participants for the proposed study consisted of undergraduate students
attending a medium sized university, granting approximately 3,000 degrees each year.
Located in the southeastern part of the U.S. in a community of nearly 25,000,
approximately 16,000 students were currently enrolled at this university, with 12,500
undergraduates. Males comprised roughly 55% of the student body, with females
accounting for 45%. Further, the student body was made up of 19% African-Americans,
1% Hispanic, 1% Asian, 5% Native American, and over 70% Caucasian. The sample
being used for the study was comprised of approximately 44.2% males, 55.8% females,
26.5% African-Americans, .9% Hispanic, .9% Asian, .2% Native American, 70.3%
Caucasian, and 1.1% Other.
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To reduce the risk of responses being influenced by other variables than those
studied, including age, culture, sexual orientation, or disability, exclusion criteria were
used. Only heterosexual, non-physically disabled persons between the ages of 17 and 24,
who have resided in the United States for at least 5 years, were included in the final
sample of participants, though exclusion occurred after data was collected. Data were
originally collected from 998 participants. From those, 1 was excluded based on
citizenship, 2 due to disability, 12 due to sexuality, 12 due to inconsistent responses, 21
due to incomplete answers, and 95 due to age. The resulting sample consisted of 855
participants.
While studies have been criticized for relying heavily on college-age samples,
especially introductory psychology students, this type of sample is very appropriate for
some studies, particularly those related to sexual behavior (Heppner & Heppner, 2004).
In addition, a broader range of university students (i.e., students from multiple
disciplines) take introductory psychology and sociology courses compared to
introductory courses in other departments (Heppner & Heppner, 2004). Data was
collected from students in these introductory courses, as well as from upper level courses
in various departments to ensure the inclusion of upper level classmen (i.e., juniors and
seniors) in the sample. For this reason, data collection from broad introductory classes
and multiple discipline upper level classes resulted in a representative sample, comprised
of similar percentages of gender and race, as represented by the university as a whole.
Therefore, a nonrandom sample of voluntary participants was used.
Not only was the target sample appropriate for the study of sexual behavior, and
representative of the student body at the university to be studied, it was also
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demographically similar to college populations throughout the United States. According
to the National Center for Education Statistics Trends (NCES, 2003), similar trends in
gender are found throughout the United States. Racial trends are similar as well, with the
exception of Texas, which has an enrollment of 54% Caucasian and 27% Hispanic; West
Virginia, which has an enrollment of 92% Caucasian and only 5% African American; and
Florida, which has an enrollment of 18% Hispanic and 59% Caucasian. Data were not
available for Asian or Native American students.

Data Collection
Data collection occurred over the Summer 2006 and Fall 2006 semesters. Upon
approval from the Institutional Review Board of Mississippi State University to use their
students as human participants in this study, courses with higher numbers of students
enrolled were selected and the instructors of the selected courses were contacted via
email. A brief overview of the purpose of the research was given, and permission was
requested to enter the professor’s classroom at a pre-approved and mutually agreed upon
time and date for the purpose of data collection. For those instructors who agreed to allow
their students the option of participating in the current study, packets were prepared
containing, in this order, a letter to each participant, a questionnaire regarding peer group
(Ratliff-Crain, Donald, & Dalton, 1999), a demographics questionnaire, a questionnaire
regarding sexual behavior, drawn from the National Health and Social Life Survey
(NHSLS) (Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 2000), The Relationship
Questionnaire (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), and The Contingencies of Self-Worth
Scale (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003).
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The letter to participants (Appendix A) informed participants of the voluntary
nature of the study, explained that they were free to refuse participation, and allowed to
quit at any time after beginning participation. In addition, the letter explained the
purposes of the study, the risks involved with participation, and provided contact
information should negative consequences result from participation. Informed consent
from the participants was implied by completion of the packet. Identifying information
was not to be written on the papers contained in the packet and participants were
informed of the anonymity of their participation.
To reduce variations in administration procedures, I conducted all data collection.
Once permission was granted with an agreeable time, and packets were prepared, I
arrived in each classroom with the appropriate number of packets for the potential
participants. Packets were handed to the students after a brief verbal statement (Appendix
B) was read regarding the nature of the study, a reminder that participation was
voluntary, and instructions to refrain from writing their name on any part of the packet.
Average length of completion was from 15 to 20 minutes. No incentives were provided
by the researcher, though some class instructors provided incentives at their discretion.

Instrumentation

Relationship Questionnaire (RQ)
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) developed the Relationship Questionnaire
(RQ) (Appendix C) as an extension of the attachment measure previously developed by
Hazan and Shaver (1987). The RQ measure is used to identify four, rather than three,
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possible adult attachment styles: secure, preoccupied, fearful avoidant, and dismissing
avoidant. The RQ consists of four short paragraphs, each describing a prototypical
attachment pattern. Participants were asked to identify and check which of the four
attachment descriptions best describes or is closest to how they see themselves and then
to rate their degree of correspondence to each prototype on a 7-point scale, ranging from
1, “disagree strongly” to 7, “agree strongly”. Each participant is then self-identified as
one of the 4 attachment types based on which description they rated the highest and
which self-descriptive paragraph was chosen (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) in their landmark study sampled 40 female
and 37 male undergraduate students from an introductory psychology class, ranging in
age from 18 to 22. Participants were placed in groups of two to four friends and were
asked questions regarding themselves and one another. Next, they were scheduled to
participate in a 60-minute interview designed to elicit information about friendships and
romantic relationships. More specifically, interview data was used to rate each participant
on the following: elaboration and coherence in general; self-disclosure, intimacy, and
balance of control in friendships; highest level of involvement and balance of control in
romantic relationships; self-confidence, emotional expressiveness, and crying frequency
as personal characteristics; and warmth, reliance on others, others as secure base,
nonsocial versus social crying, and care giving as interpersonal characteristics. Based on
these domains, participants were then rated on four 9-point scales corresponding to each
of the four attachment prototypes. The researchers reported alpha coefficients ranging
from .87 to .95. These results were supported by self-reports, friend-reports, and
interviews, as well as by the second phase of the study (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).
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In a second phase of the study, 33 female and 36 male undergraduate students in
an introductory psychology class, ranging in age from 17 to 24, were interviewed
regarding family relationships and peer relationships independent of one another.
Responses were categorized as one of the four attachment prototypes. The results of
study one were supported by study two. Reliability and validity for the Relationship
Questionnaire has been reported from several other sources as well. Griffin and
Bartholomew (1994) reported convergent validity with interview ratings between .34 and
.50. In addition, test-retest reliability was reported over an 8- month time period at .72 to
.96 as well (Scharfe & Bartholomew, 1994).

Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (CSW)
The Contingencies of Self-Worth (CSW) Scale (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper &
Bouvrette, 2003) (Appendix D) is a 35-item self-report questionnaire developed to assess
seven domains considered to be internal and external sources of self-worth.
Contingencies which individuals may rely on for their self-worth include: academic
competence, appearance, competition, family support, God’s love, approval from others,
and virtue. Each item is scored on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 “strongly disagree”, to 7
“strongly agree”. Each subscale is totaled and divided by five. Domains with composites
of five or higher are considered contingent areas of worth.
Because contingent self-worth is domain specific, each subscale is scored
exclusively and not summed to provide an overall uni-dimensional measure. Specific
subscales of theoretical interest in research and data analysis should be included, because
collapsing across domains could obscure the effects of having self-worth based on
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external versus internal contingencies. In other words, taking a total score of self-worth
across both the external and internal domains will negate the differences in the self-worth
score according to domains. Also, in order to identify the unique effects of a particular
contingency of self-worth, researchers should enter all contingencies into their analyses
simultaneously (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003).
Experimental researchers indicate that contingencies of self-worth affect
behavior. Depending on which domains one bases feelings of self-worth, behavior will be
especially motivated to achieve success and avoid failure, however that is defined.
Contingencies that are highly dependent on other people, represent superficial aspects of
the self, or that must be earned are associated with lower levels of psychological wellbeing (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003). Kernis (2003) suggested that
optimal self-worth does not depend on the attainment of specific outcomes and does not
require continual validation from others. Therefore, those whose self-worth hinges on
external factors not only fluctuates, but is not truly healthy self-worth.
Using a confirmatory factor analysis, Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, and Bouvrette
(2003) collected data from 1,418 college students (510 male and 901 female) ranging in
age from 16 to 27. After analyzing data from the 623 introductory psychology students,
the 7-factor model fit to the data acceptably well, as indicated by values above .90 for all
fit indices. The subscales all showed high internal consistency as well, meaning that
items within each subscale consistently measured the same attribute. Internal
consistencies (Cronbach’s alpha) ranging from .82 to .96 were found for each of the
seven subscales. Comparison of Cronbach’s alphas across gender groups showed that
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subscales were reliable for men (α ≥ .79) and women (α ≥ .81). Taken together, these
data suggest that the subscales form internally consistent and meaningful composites.
In the second portion of the study, Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, and Bouvrette
(2003) conducted a longitudinal study on the remaining participants, comprised of 795
incoming freshman. This sample included 343 male and 451 female students, ages 16 to
22 years. Test-retest correlations ranged from .68 to .92 over a 3-month time interval and
from .51 to .88 for an 8.5-month time interval. The researchers were able to identify a
continuum from external to internal sources of self-worth and showed positive
correlations between neuroticism and the external contingencies, as well as between
conscientiousness and the contingencies of academics, family, virtue, and God’s love.
Finally, contingencies of self-worth assessed prior to college predicted how students
spent their time during their first year of college.

Peer Norms
Based on items originally used by Winslow, Franzini, and Hwang (1992, as cited
in Ratliff-Crain, Donald, & Dalton, 1999) and modified by Ratliff-Crain, Donald, and
Dalton (1999), nine statements regarding perceptions of peers’ sexual attitudes or
behaviors were used to assess the possible influence of peer norms (Appendix E). Five of
the nine original statements were reworded by Ratliff-Crain et al., to refer more
specifically to peer beliefs. Each statement is followed by a scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). For the purposes of this study, the scale rating system was
modified to include 7 categories as it is better suited to multiple regression analysis
according to Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1995). Scores of 3.5 and below indicate
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the participant perceives their peers’ sexual behavior as less risky. Scores higher than 3.5
indicate the participant perceives their peers’ sexual behavior as more risky. The higher
the score is to seven, the more sexually risky peers are perceived.
A Principal Components Analysis was conducted with Varimax rotation and two
significant components were determined. The first component had good reliability, α =
.81, and included: “My friends think that monogamous relationships are no fun”; “My
friends mostly have sex for recreation”; “My friends believe love is not necessary for
sex”; “My friends do not worry about having sex with someone that looks respectable”;
“My friends are not monogamous”; and “Many of my friends mix drugs and alcohol with
sex”. This component shows an overall attitude conducive to riskier sexual behavior. The
second component had an acceptable reliability, α = .74, and included: “My friends show
little concern for AIDS education”; “My friends don’t know/practice safe sex”; and “My
friends don’t think safe sex is important”. This component indicates the extent that peers
are seen as being unconcerned about safer sex practices. The total scores for each scale
were found by adding up the numbers circled for each statement, with high scores
indicating greater agreement with the component (Ratliff-Crain, Donald, & Dalton,
1999).

Sexual Behavior
Modeled after the National Health and Social Life Survey (NHSLS) study,
(Laumann, Gagnon, Michael, & Michaels, 2000), a researcher-generated questionnaire
was administered to all participants (Appendix F). This questionnaire consisted of
questions related to number of sexual partners, number of one-time partners, frequency of
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condom use, number of oral sex partners, age at first intercourse, and history of cheating
while in a relationship.

Statistical Analysis
Multiple regression is the natural extension of simple linear regression. In simple
regression, the influence of one variable on another variable is measured, while multiple
regression analysis shows the influence of two or more variables on a designated
dependent variable. More specifically, multiple linear regression aims to find a linear
relationship between a dependent variable and several possible independent variables, or
independent variables, in an attempt to predict the variance in the dependent variable.
Multiple regression can establish that a set of independent variables explains a proportion
of the variance in a dependent variable at a significant level (through a significance test
of R²), and can establish the relative predictive importance of the independent variables
(by comparing beta weights). R² is the percent of variance in the dependent variable
explained collectively by all of the independent variables. Beta is the partial correlation
between two variables in which the influence of all other variables in the equation have
been partialed out or held constant (George & Mallery, 2003; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1995).
Multiple regression shares all the assumptions of correlation: linearity of
relationships, the same level of relationship throughout the range of the independent
variable (homoscedasticity), interval or near-interval data, absence of outliers, and data
whose range is not truncated. Although the independent variables can be correlated, there
must be no perfect (or near-perfect) correlations among them, a situation called
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multicollinearity. When independent variables are highly correlated with one another, it
is difficult to assess the importance of main effects versus interaction effects. In addition,
it is important that the model being tested is correctly specified. The exclusion of
important causal variables or the inclusion of extraneous variables can change markedly
the beta weights and therefore the interpretation of the importance of the independent
variables. For this purpose, selection of variables should be theory and research driven
(Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995).
Multiple regression enables us to answer five main questions about a set of data:
1. How well do the independent variables collectively explain the variation in the
dependent variable? This is assessed by the value of R². As a guide, in psychological
applications researchers would usually assume an R² of above 75% as very good; 5075% as good; 25-50% as fair; and below 25% as poor and perhaps unacceptable.
2. Are the independent variables, when taken together, significantly associated with the
dependent variable? This is assessed by the statistic F in the Analysis of Variance.
3. What relationship does each independent variable have with the dependent variable
when all other regressors are held constant? This is answered by looking at the
regression coefficients.
4. Which independent variable has the most effect on the dependent variable? This is
assessed by looking at the standardized regression coefficients or beta weights for
each variable.
5. Are the relationships of each independent variable with the dependent variable
statistically significant, with all other regressors taken into account? This is answered

by looking at the t values in the table of regression coefficients (Hair, Anderson,

61

Tatham, & Black, 1995).
According to Furlong, Lovelace, and Lovelace (2000), most researchers identify a
limited set of independent variables that maximizes the accuracy of the predictions of the
dependent variable. In other words, most researchers want to identify the simplest
possible predictive model, which is a regression equation that accounts for the most
variability with the fewest number of independent variables. For the purposes of the
current proposed study, the construct of sexual behavior will be measured with six
dependent variables (virginity status, age at first intercourse, number of sexual partners,
number of oral sex partners, number of casual sex partners, and frequency of cheating).
Further, the constructs of attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms will be measured
with four (secure, preoccupied, fearful, dismissive), seven (domains of appearance, God’s
love, virtue, academics, family support, competition, and approval) and one independent
variable respectively, for a total of 12 independent variables.
When the dependent variable is a dichotomy the assumptions of multiple
regression cannot be met and discriminant analysis or logistic regression must be used
instead (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995). Therefore, sexual behavior data was
not categorized as risky or not risky based on a previously set criterion. Rather, it was
entered as numerical data for age at first intercourse, number of partners, oral sex
partners, number of one-night stands, and frequency of cheating behavior. Separate
regression equations were analyzed for each sexual behavior surveyed. In other words,
the independent variables were entered into a regression model to assist in predicting and
explaining number of sexual partners. This process was repeated to predict number of
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partners, one-night stands, frequency of cheating, oral sex, and age at first intercourse, so
that six separate multiple regression analyses were run. Within each analysis, a series of
nested OLS regression models were developed and evaluated in order to assess the
relative importance of the key independent variables, as well as possible mediating and
interacting effects. Control variables of age, race, gender, church attendance, religious
affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ relationship status were entered into each
model as well.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (George & Mallery, 2006) was
used to conduct the multiple regression analysis and all subsequent analyses. The
assumption of multicollinearity was checked by viewing collinearity charts containing
Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance. According to Allison (1999), inflation
factors above 2.5 and tolerance levels below .4 indicate a problem with multicollinearity.
An examination of the collinearity charts showed no violations of the assumption of
multicollinearity. Next, the assumption of normality was checked by viewing skewness
and kurtosis as well as the residuals statistics. Each of these outputs showed that the
assumption of normality was in fact violated for the following four dependent variables:
number of sexual partners, number of oral sex partners, frequency of cheating behavior,
and number of one-night stands. Natural logarithmic transformations were conducted on
each of these variables and new variables were created. Based on the new data, linearity
plots and partial regression plots were checked for the assumptions of linearity and
heteroscedasticity. Visual examination of the plots revealed no violations of these
assumptions.

Next, descriptive statistics of means and standard deviations were examined. B
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values with confidence intervals, Betas, t values, and R² were all computed using the
forced entry method. T-tests were used to produce b coefficients, showing the
relationship between each independent variable and the dependent variable. It is
important to remember that t-tests only test the unique variance that each independent
variable accounts for, not the shared variance it may also explain. Shared variance, or
joint contributions, are reflected in the R², but are not attributed to any particular
independent variable. The result is that the betas may underestimate the importance of a
variable which makes strong joint contributions to explaining the dependent variable but
which does not make a strong unique contribution (Pedhazur, 1997).
Once the regression model was given, F values in the ANOVA table were
examined. The F test was used to test the significance of R², which is akin to testing the
significance of the regression model as a whole. If F was less than .05, then the model
was considered significantly better than would be expected by chance.
As mentioned earlier, when the dependent variable is a dichotomy the
assumptions of multiple regression cannot be met and discriminant analysis or logistic
regression must be used instead as it leads to more accurate conclusions (Cizek &
Fitzgerals, 1999; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1995). The sixth dependent variable,
virginity status, assessed the propensity or likelihood that a participant had engaged in
sexual intercourse. For this variable, logistic regression was used because the variable of
virginity status is measured as a dichotomy.
From a practical standpoint, logistic regression and least squares regression are
almost identical, though the mathematical computations for each are very different. Both
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methods produce prediction equations. In both cases the regression coefficients measure
the predictive capability of the independent variables. The response variable that
characterizes logistic regression is what makes it different. With linear least squares
regression, the response variable is a quantitative variable. With logistic regression, the
dependent variable is an indicator of some characteristic. Logistic regression is used to
determine whether other measurements are related to the presence of some characteristic.
In doing so, logistic regression estimates the probability of a certain event occurring.
Logistic regression has many analogies to OLS regression, but also differs in that logistic
regression does not assume linearity between the dependent and independent variables,
normality, or homoscedasticity (Cizek & Fitzgerals, 1999; Hair, Anderson, Tatham, &
Black, 1995).
Instead of classifying an observation into one group or the other, logistic
regression predicts the probability that an indicator variable is equal to 1. More
specifically, logistic regression does not directly predict the probability that the indicator
is equal to 1. It predicts the odds that an observation will have an indicator equal to 1. So,
what we want to predict from relevant independent variables is not a precise numerical
value of a dependent variable, but rather the probability that it is 1 rather than 0, thereby
predicting group membership from a set of variables that may be continuous, discrete,
dichotomous, or a mix of any of these. For the purpose of predicting group membership
for non-virgins using the independent variables of peer norms, attachment style, and
contingencies of self-worth, logistic regression was used.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to determine the effect of attachment style, selfworth, and peer norms on the risky sexual behavior (i.e., propensity to have sexual
intercourse, age at first intercourse, number of partners, one-night stands, oral sex without
sexual intercourse, and cheating while involved in a relationship) of males and females
during adolescence and extended adolescence. In order to more accurately explain and
predict such behavior the following research questions were explored:
1. Is attachment style related to college students' sexual behavior?
If so, to what extent does it explain students' propensity to have sexual
intercourse, frequency of oral sex without intercourse, age at first intercourse,
number of sexual partners, number of one-night stands, and history of cheating?
2. How are self-worth domains of contingency linked to college
students' propensity to have sexual intercourse, oral sex without intercourse, age
at first intercourse, number of sexual partners, number of one-night stands, and
history of cheating? Do these domains consistently and uniformly explain these
behaviors?
3. Does perception of peer norms matter in college students’ sexual
behaviors? If so, do these norms foster or deter these behaviors?
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4. Which of these constructs – attachment style, self-worth domains and
peer norms – best predicts college students’ sexual behaviors? Does
this framework provide adequate and convincing explanations? What is
the relative importance of each construct?

Descriptive Data
Demographics and Control Variables
Nine hundred ninety-eight students voluntarily chose to participate in the present
research. Of that number, 855 were selected to comprise the final sample, 378 of which
were males (44.2%) and 477 of which were females (55.8%). The participants’ ages
ranged from 17 to 24, with a mean age of 19.8 years, with the largest proportion of
participants being 18 years of age (33.8%). As was expected based on university
demographics, 70.3% of the participants were Caucasian, 26.5% African American, 1.1%
categorized themselves as Other, .9% Asian/Pacific Islander, .9% Hispanic, and .2%
Alaskan/Native American. The majority of students were Freshmen (38%) and Seniors
(25.1%) who were either single (51.8%) or involved in a dating relationship (41.6%).
Sixty-five percent reported their parents as married, followed by divorced from one
another (20.7%), never married to one another (7%), a widow of the other (3.7%), or
separated from one another (3%). Finally, when asked about church attendance, the
largest proportion stated they attended services 1-3 times a month (22.8%), followed by
those who reported attendance less than once a month (20.6%), almost every week
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(19.8%), once every week (14.7%), never or almost never (12.4%), and several times a
week (9.6%).
Age, church attendance, denomination, gender, relationship status, race, and
parents’ relationship status were used as control variables. Several of these variables were
dummy coded, resulting in new variables. It is important to report those variables that
changed in composition as a result. Relationship status was recoded to combine those
who were engaged and those who were married, resulting in three new categories of
either single (51.9%), involved (41.6%), or engaged/married (6.5%). Denomination was
recoded to combine all who identified with a religious affiliation into one category
(96.3%) and a separate category for those who reported themselves to be either agnostic,
atheist, or ascribing to no religion (3.7%). Race was recoded to combine Other,
Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and Alaskan/Native American into one category of
Other, resulting in three categories of either Black (26.5%), White (70.3%), or Other
(3.2%). Finally, of the control variables, parents’ relationship status was recoded to
include three categories of married (65.5%), never married (7%), or other (divorced,
separated, or widowed) (27.5%). It is also important to note that while these are the
demographics for the full sample, listwise deletion was used prior to running each
regression model, thereby changing the number and composition of demographics within
each analysis. Therefore, a separate table containing descriptive statistics will be given
for each regression analysis.

Descriptives and Independent Variables
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The variable peer norms is a measure of perceived sexual risk-taking among
peers. Questions were scaled from 1 to 7 and a mean score was taken, with higher
numbers indicating the perception of riskier sexual behaviors among peers. Mean scores
ranged from 1 to 6.6, with a mean of 2.99 (SD = 1.16) and 1 as the most often occurring
composite score (4.9%). Sixty-five percent of participants had a score of 3.4 or below,
indicating they viewed their peers as being less sexually risky.
The variable relation is an indication of attachment style as chosen by the
respondent from four separate categories. Secure was the attachment style chosen most
often by participants (n = 338; 39.5%), followed by Fearful (n = 233; 27.3%), Dismissing
(n = 167; 19.5%), and Preoccupied (n = 105; 12.3%).
Contingencies of Self-Worth were measured across seven domains resulting in an
average score from 1 to 7 for each, with higher scores indicating greater dependence on
that contingency for feelings of self-worth. God’s love (M = 5.7, SD = 1.29), family (M =
5.5, SD = .88), academics (M = 5.3, SD = .91), virtue (M = 5.2, SD = .97), competition
(M = 4.9, SD = 1.03), appearance (M = 4.7, SD = .98), and approval (M = 3.7, SD = 1.3)
were the self-domains assessed. Interestingly, God’s love was the most often reported (n
= 360) high score indicating that 42% of the students based their self-worth on God’s
love more than any other contingency, while approval was the most often (n = 483)
reported low score indicating that 62% of students based their self-worth on all other
contingencies more so than on approval.

Descriptives and Dependent Variables
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As seen in Table 4.1, of the 855 students comprising the final sample, 227
(26.5%) reported having never had sexual intercourse, while 628 (73.5%) stated they had.
Of those who had engaged in sexual intercourse, age at first intercourse was recorded and
ranged from 12 to 24 years of age, with a mean age of 16.6 (SD = 1.83). Number of
partners ranged from 0 to 60, with a mean number of 3.8 (SD = 6.17). Frequency of one
night stands ranged from 0 to 42, with a mean of 1.3 (SD = 3.17). Frequency of oral sex
without sexual intercourse ranged from 0 to 65 with a mean of 1.9 (SD = 4.17). Finally,
frequency of cheating ranged from 0 to 20 with a mean of .83 (SD = 1.99).
Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables
_________________________________________________________________________________
Dependent Variables
N
Range
Range
Mean
SD
Minimum Maximum
_________________________________________________________________________________
Age at First Intercourse
626
12
24
16.60
1.83
Number of Partners
855
0
60
3.80
6.17
Number of One-Night Stands
851
0
42
1.30
3.17
Number of Oral Sex Partners
838
0
65
1.94
4.17
Frequency of Cheating
848
0
20
0.83
1.99
Virginity Status
840
0
1
0.73
0.44
_________________________________________________________________________________

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
Analyses were performed using The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(George & Mallery, 2006). Multiple regression analyses served as the primary means of
hypothesis testing. For each dependent variable, four models were analyzed with control
variables included in each model. Again, prior to running each model, a listwise deletion
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syntax was entered to remove missing values from the analyses and provide for equal
sample sizes across the models.

Age at First Intercourse
The first dependent variable to be examined was age at first intercourse for those
who reported having voluntarily engaged in sexual intercourse. The first model included
the independent variable peer norms. The second model included the independent
variable relationship style. The third model included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth. The fourth model included all independent variables (e.g.,
peer norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth), entered and regressed
simultaneously. All four models included all control variables (e.g., gender, age, race,
church attendance, denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ marital
status). Prior to running multiple regression models, correlation coefficients were
obtained for the independent variables with age at first intercourse. Peer norms and the
domain of approval from the CSW scale were found to be significantly correlated with
age at first intercourse at the .01 level. The domain of virtue from the CSW scale was
found to be significantly correlated with age at first intercourse at the .05 level.

First regression model
For the first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm
along with control variables, regression analysis revealed that the model significantly
predicted age at first intercourse, F (11, 602) = 11.61, p < .001. R² for the model was
.175, indicating that about 17.5% of the variance in age at first intercourse is explained by
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the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and age at first intercourse, the age of the participant has the strongest influence
(β = .299), followed by race (β = -.196), church attendance (β = .143), parents’
relationship status (β = -.128), and peer norms (β = -.113). In general, the older the
participant was at the time of the study, the older they were at their first age of
intercourse. For race, blacks when compared to whites were significantly more likely to
have had sexual intercourse at earlier ages. For church attendance, the more often a
participant attended religious services, the older they were at the time of first sexual
intercourse. For parents’ relationship status, those whose parents had never married one
another were more likely to have sex at earlier ages. Finally, for peer norms, the more
sexually risky the participant perceived their peers to be, the earlier they had sexual
intercourse themselves.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted age at first
intercourse, F (13, 600) = 9.18, p < .001. R² for the model was .166, indicating that about
16.6% of the variance in age at first intercourse was explained by the variables. In terms
of individual relationships between the independent and control variables and age at first
intercourse, the same control variables were found to be statistically significant with the
age of the participant again having the strongest influence (β = .302), followed by race (β
= -.192), church attendance (β = .170), and parents’ relationship status (β = -.134). Once
again, the older the participant was at the time of the study, the older they were at their
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first age of intercourse. For race, when compared to whites, blacks were significantly
more likely to have had sexual intercourse at earlier ages. For church attendance, the
more often a participant attended religious services, the older they were at the time of
first sexual intercourse. Finally, those participants whose parents had never married one
another were more likely to have sex at earlier ages.

Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted age at
first intercourse, F (17, 596) = 7.48, p < .001. R² for the model was .176, indicating that
about 17.6% of the variance in age at first intercourse is explained by the variables. In
terms of individual relationships between the independent and control variables and age
at first intercourse, the same control variables showed a statistically significant
relationship with the dependent variable, with age of the participant having the strongest
influence (β = .295), followed by church attendance (β = .185), race (β = -.159), and
parents’ relationship status (β = -.122). From the seven domains of self-worth, God’s love
was significantly related to age at first intercourse (β = -.120). The same explanation for
the control variables of participant age, church attendance, race, and parents’ relationship
status serves here. For the self-worth domain of God’s love, in general, this can be
explained as the higher participants scored on this domain, meaning their self-worth was
based on God’s love, the younger they were at the first act of sexual intercourse.
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Fourth regression model
The fourth and final regression model for age at first intercourse included all
independent variables of peer norms, relationship styles, and contingencies of self-worth,
along with control variables. Regression analysis significantly predicted age at first
intercourse, F (21, 592) = 6.48, p < .001. R² for the model was .187, indicating that about
18.7% of the variance in age at first intercourse is explained by the variables. In terms of
individual relationships between the independent and control variables and age at first
intercourse, the age of the participant was again found to have the strongest influence (β
= .290), followed by race (β = -.167), church attendance (β = .162), parents’ relationship
status (β = -.128), a self-worth domain of God’s love (β = -.117), and peer norms (β = .113). The participants who were younger at the time of the study, blacks as compared to
whites, and those who came from homes where their parents were never married, those
who base their self-worth on God’s love, and those who perceive their peers to be more
sexually risky were more likely to have had sexual intercourse at earlier ages. For church
attendance, the more frequently a participant attended religious services, the later the age
at first intercourse. Finally, of the independent variables, relationship style was not found
to have a significant influence on age at first intercourse.
All four regression models produced very similar findings with control variables
of age, race, church attendance, and parents’ relationship status showing statistical
significance across models. Additionally, peer norms and a self-worth domain of God’s
love were the only two independent variables to show statistical significance, and did so
consistently as well. Control variables for gender, relationship status, and religious
denomination affiliation failed to produce statistically significant results across all four
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models. Additionally, relationship style, and contingency of self-worth domains of
family, competition, appearance, academics, virtue, and approval were statistically nonsignificant across all four models. Two additional findings were of interest and were
unexpected. First, the higher participants scored on the domain of God’s love (e.g., their
self-worth was based on God’s love), the younger they were at the first act of sexual
intercourse. Second, the older the participant was at the time of the study, the older they
were at their first age of intercourse. Both of these findings seem unaccounted for in the
literature. Finally, Model 4, which contained all independent variables along with all
controls, accounted for the greatest amount of variance (18.7%) with 6 variables. Refer to
Table 4.2 for descriptive statistics of the independent variables and control variables
regressed against the dependent variable age at first intercourse for non-virgins. For
additional information on regression coefficients, or to compare across models, refer to
Appendix H, Table H.1.
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Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics for Age at First Intercourse for Non-Virgins
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
614
100.0
3.21
3.20
3.1
Attachment Style
614
100.0
Secure
233
37.9
Fearful
174
28.3
Preoccupied
79
12.9
Dismissing
128
20.8
Self-Worth Domains
614
100.0
Family
614
100.0
5.52
5.60
6.0
Competition
614
100.0
4.97
5.00
5.0
Appearance
614
100.0
4.72
4.80
4.2
God’s Love
614
100.0
5.64
6.00
7.0
Academics
614
100.0
5.34
5.40
5.6
Virtue
614
100.0
5.08
5.20
5.6
Approval
614
100.0
3.64
3.80
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
614
100.0
Male
275
44.8
Female
339
55.2
Race
614
100.0
Black
189
30.8
White
404
65.8
Other
21
3.4
Age
614
100.0
20.06
20.0
18.0
17
6
1.0
18
180
29.3
19
96
15.6
20
88
14.3
21
91
14.8
22
70
11.4
23
51
8.3
24
32
5.2
Relationship Status
614
100.0
Single
280
45.6
Involved
287
46.7
Engaged/Married
47
7.7
Parents’ Relationship Status
614
100.0
Married
378
61.6
Never Married
46
7.5
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
190
30.9
Church Attendance
614
100.0
Never/Almost Never
86
14.0
Less Than Once a Month
155
25.2
1-3 Times a Month
157
25.6
Almost Every Week
111
18.1
Once Every Week
73
11.9
Several Times a Week
32
5.2
Denomination
614
100.0
Religious Affiliation
594
96.7
None, Agnostic, Atheist
20
3.3

Number of Sexual Partners for Non-Virgins
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The second dependent variable examined was number of sexual partners for those
who reported having voluntarily engaged in sexual intercourse. The first model included
the independent variable peer norms. The second model included the independent
variable relationship style. The third model included the independent variable of
contingencies of self-worth. The fourth model included all independent variables (e.g.,
peer norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth), entered and regressed
simultaneously. All four models included the control variables of gender, age, race,
church attendance, denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ relationship
status. These four models were then repeated to include the full sample (i.e., both those
who have had sexual intercourse and those who have not and thus reported zero sexual
partners). Prior to running multiple regression models, correlation coefficients were
obtained for the independent variables and number of sexual partners. Peer norms,
relationship style, and the domains of approval, competition, and virtue from the CSW
scale were found to be significantly correlated with number of sexual partners at the .01
level.

First regression model
The first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm
along with control variables, significantly predicted number of sexual partners for those
who reported having been sexually active, F (11, 604) = 16.37, p < .001. R² for the model
was .230, indicating that about 23% of the variance in number of sexual partners was
explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent

77

and control variables and number of sexual partners, peer norms had the strongest
influence (β = .258), followed by age (β = .222), race (β = .195), parents’ relationship
status (β = .101), religious affiliation (β = -.093), church attendance (β = -.089), and
relationship status (-.082). In general, the more sexually risky a participant perceived
their peers to be, the more sexual partners reported by the participant. For age, the older a
participant was at the time of the study, the more sexual partners they reported. For race,
blacks as compared to whites were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual
partners. For parents’ relationship status, participants whose parents had never married
were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners. For religious affiliation,
those who reported having no affiliation, or as being agnostic or atheist had fewer
numbers of sexual partners. For church attendance, the more often a participant attended
religious services, the fewer reported sexual partners. Finally, participants who were
engaged or married reported fewer partners as compared to single and dating participants.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted number of sexual
partners, F (13, 602) = 10.88, p < .001. R² for the model was .190, indicating that about
19.0% of the variance in number of sexual partners was explained by the variables. In
terms of individual relationships between the independent and control variables and
number of sexual partners, age of the participant was found to have the strongest
influence (β = .206), followed by race (β = .169), church attendance (β = -.140), gender
(β = .137), dismissing relationship style (β = .113), religious affiliation (β = -.108),
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parents’ relationship status (β = .097), participant relationship status (β = -.095), and
preoccupied relationship style (β = .093). From this information, it can be said that the
older the participant at the time of the study, the more sexual partners reported.
Concerning race, being black was significantly related to higher numbers of sexual
partners. The more frequent church attendance was, the fewer number of sexual partners
reported. Regarding gender, males were significantly more likely to report higher
numbers of sexual partners when compared to females. Participants with a dismissing
relationship style were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners when
compared to those with a secure relationship style. For religious affiliation, those who
reported having no affiliation, or as being agnostic or atheist had fewer numbers of sexual
partners. Those whose parents had never married one another were more likely to report
higher numbers of sexual partners when compared to those whose parents were married
to one another. Again, participants who were engaged or married reported fewer partners
as compared to single and dating participants. Finally, participants with a preoccupied
relationship style were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners when
compared to those with a secure relationship style.

Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted number
of sexual partners, F (17, 598) = 9.96, p < .001. R² for the model was .221, indicating that
about 22.1% of the variance in number of sexual partners was explained by the variables.
In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control variables and

79

number of sexual partners, age (β = .206) and race (β = .169) were again found to have
the strongest influence, followed by a self-worth domain of competiveness (β = .189),
church attendance (β = -.120), never married parents (β = .109), gender (β = .106), selfworth domain of academics (β = -.102), self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.101), religious
affiliation (β = -.093), participant relationship status religious affiliation (β = -.081), and
finally divorced, separated, or widowed parents (β = .079). Therefore, the older the
participant at the time of the study, the more sexual partners reported. Participants who
were black, based their self-worth on competition, were male, or who had parents who
were never married, divorced, separated, or widowed, were more likely to report higher
number of sexual partners. Those with more frequent church attendance, self-worth based
on academics, self-worth based on being a virtuous person, were engaged or married at
the time of the study, and those who reported being agnostic, atheist, or having no
religious affiliation were likely to have fewer numbers of sexual partners reported.

Fourth regression model
The fourth regression model, which included the independent variables peer
norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth, along with control variables,
significantly predicted number of sexual partners, F (21, 594) = 10.50, p < .001. R² for
the model was .271, indicating that about 27.1% of the variance in number of sexual
partners was explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the
independent and control variables and number of sexual partners, age (β = .231) was the
most influential, followed by peer norms (β = .226), race (β = .195), a self-worth domain
of competiveness (β = .152), a dismissing relationship style (β = .099), religious
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affiliation (β = -.098), self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.098), never married parents (β =
.092), and finally divorced, separated, or widowed parents (β = .082). Number of sexual
partners increased for those who were older at the time the study, perceived peers as more
sexually risky, were black, based their self-worth on competitiveness, had dismissing
relationship styles, and had parents who were never married, divorced, separated, or
widowed. Number of sexual partners decreased for those who lacked a religious
affiliation and for those who based their self-worth on being a virtuous person. Overall,
peer norms, self-worth domains, and relationship style showed significant levels of
contribution to this model.
For the second dependent variable, number of sexual intercourse partners for nonvirgins only, the independent variables of peer norms, dismissing relationship style, and
self-worth domains of competition and virtuousness were statistically significant
whenever included in a model. Both the self-worth domain of academics and the
preoccupied relationship style were statistically significant in earlier models, yet were no
longer when regressed in the final models with all independent variables and controls.
Gender was not statistically significant in Model 1, became statistically significant in
Models 2 and 3 where peer norms were not included, and again failed to produce
statistically significant results in Model 4 where peer norms was included again. Having
parents who are divorced, separated, or widowed was not statistically significant in
Models 1 and 2, but was statistically significant in Models 3 and 4, which both included
self-worth domains. Finally, control variables of being engaged or married, gender, and
church attendance were all statistically significant in earlier models, but were no longer
statistically significant in Model 4 which contained all independent variables. In general,
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all control variables showed statistical significance in at least one model. While all
measures of independent variables showed statistical significance, specifically, fearful
attachment style and self-worth domains of approval, God’s love, appearance, and family
did not significantly influence number of sexual partners. Finally, Model 4 accounted for
the greatest amount of variance (27%) with 9 variables showing statistically significant
influence. Refer to Table 4.3 for descriptive statistics of the independent variables and
control variables regressed against the dependent variable, number of intercourse
partners. For additional information on regression coefficients, or to compare across
models, refer to Appendix H, Table H.2.
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Table 4.3 Descriptive Statistics for Number of Sexual Partners for Non-Virgins
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
616
100.0
3.20
3.20
3.1
Attachment Style
616
100.0
Secure
234
38.0
Fearful
174
28.2
Preoccupied
80
13.0
Dismissing
128
20.8
Self-Worth Domains
616
100.0
Family
616
100.0
5.52
5.60
6.0
Competition
616
100.0
4.97
5.00
5.0
Appearance
616
100.0
4.72
4.80
4.2
God’s Love
616
100.0
5.65
6.00
7.0
Academics
616
100.0
5.34
5.40
5.6
Virtue
616
100.0
5.09
5.20
5.6
Approval
616
100.0
3.64
3.80
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
616
100.0
Male
275
44.6
Female
341
55.4
Race
616
100.0
Black
190
30.8
White
405
65.8
Other
21
3.4
Age
616
100.0
20.07
20.0
18.0
17
6
1.0
18
180
29.2
19
96
15.6
20
89
14.4
21
91
14.8
22
70
11.4
23
52
8.4
24
32
5.2
Relationship Status
616
100.0
Single
280
45.5
Involved
288
46.7
Engaged/Married
48
7.8
Parents’ Relationship Status
616
100.0
Married
378
61.4
Never Married
47
7.6
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
191
31.0
Church Attendance
616
100.0
Never/Almost Never
86
14.0
Less Than Once a Month
155
25.2
1-3 Times a Month
157
25.5
Almost Every Week
111
18.0
Once Every Week
74
12.0
Several Times a Week
33
5.3
Denomination
616
100.0
Religious Affiliation
596
96.8
None, Agnostic, Atheist
20
3.2

Number of Sexual Partners for the Full Sample
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Having analyzed the dependent variable for number of sexual partners among
participants who reported voluntarily engaging in sexual intercourse, the next four
models show results for the same analyses. However, this time the analyses were
conducted to include both virgins and non-virgins.

First regression model
The first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm along
with control variables, significantly predicted number of sexual partners for those who
reported having been sexually active, F (11, 828) = 39.93, p < .001. R² for the model was
.347, indicating that about 34.7% of the variance in number of sexual partners is
explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent
and control variables and number of sexual partners, peer norms has the strongest
influence (β = .297), followed by age (β = .243), race (β = .241), church attendance (β = .219), religious affiliation (β = -.127), relationship status (.107), and parents’ relationship
status (β = .075). In general, the more sexually risky a participant perceived their peers to
be, the more sexual partners reported by the participant. For age, the older a participant
was at the time of the study, the more sexual partners they reported. For race, blacks as
compared to whites were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners. For
church attendance, the more often a participant attended religious services, the fewer
reported sexual partners. For religious affiliation, those who reported having no
affiliation, or as being agnostic or atheist had fewer numbers of sexual partners.
Participants who were involved in a dating relationship reported more sexual partners as
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compared to single, engaged, and married participants. Finally, for parents’ relationship
status, participants whose parents were divorced, separated, or widowed, were more
likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted number of sexual
partners, F (13, 826) = 25.32, p < .001. R² for the model was .285, indicating that about
28.5% of the variance in number of sexual partners was explained by the variables. In
terms of individual relationships between the independent and control variables and
number of sexual partners, church attendance was found to have the strongest influence
(β = -.309), followed by age (β = .243), race (β = .241), religious affiliation (β = -.138),
relationship status (β = .128), parents’ relationship status (β = .077), having a dismissing
relationship style (β = .077), and gender (β = .070). From this information, it can be said
that the more often a participant goes to church services, the fewer number of sexual
partners they report. Regarding age, the older a participant at the time of the study, the
more sexual partners they reported. Concerning race, being black was significantly
related to higher numbers of sexual partners. For religious affiliation, those who reported
having no affiliation, or as being agnostic or atheist had fewer numbers of sexual
partners. Participants who were involved in a dating relationship reported more sexual
partners as compared to single, engaged, and married participants. Those whose parents
were divorced, separated, or widowed were more likely to report higher number of sexual
partners when compared to those whose parents were married to one another. Participants
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with a dismissing relationship style were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual
partners when compared to those with a secure relationship style. Finally, regarding
gender, males were significantly more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners
when compared to females.

Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted number
of sexual partners, F (17, 822) = 23.78, p < .001. R² for the model was .330, indicating
that about 33% of the variance in number of sexual partners was explained by the
variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and number of sexual partners, race (β = .272) was found to have the strongest
influence, followed by church attendance (β = -.266), age (β = .258), self-worth domain
of competiveness (β = .160), self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.150), relationship status
(β = .126), religious affiliation (β = -.126), self-worth domain of family (β = .120),
divorced, separated, or widowed parents (β = .091), and, self-worth domain of academics
(β = -.077). Therefore, being black was related to more sexual partners reported. Frequent
church attendance was related to fewer sexual partners. Participants who were older at the
time of the study, based their self-worth on competition, are involved in a dating
relationship, based their self-worth on family, or who have parents who were divorced,
separated, or widowed, were more likely to report higher number of sexual partners. In
addition to those with more frequent church attendance, participants whose self-worth
was based on academics, whose self-worth was based on being a virtuous person, and
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those who ascribed to no religious affiliation were likely to have fewer numbers of sexual
partners reported.

Fourth regression model
The fourth regression model, which included the independent variables peer
norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth, along with control variables,
significantly predicted number of sexual partners, F (21, 833) = 22.64, p < .001. R² for
the model was .363, indicating that about 36.3% of the variance in number of sexual
partners was explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the
independent and control variables and number of sexual partners, parents’ relationship
status, more specifically, parents who were divorced, separated, or widowed (β = .596)
and or never married (β = -.590) were the most influential variables, though the direction
of influence was different. Peer norms (β = .309) followed, then race (β = .277), age (β =
.268), a self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.138), a self-worth domain of competiveness (β
= .136), religious affiliation (β = -.120), self-worth domain of family (β = .112),
relationship status (β = .108), a self-worth domain of God’s love (β = -.091), and church
attendance (β = -.075). Number of sexual partners increased for those who had divorced,
separated, or widowed parents, perceived their peers to be more sexually risky, were
black, older at the time the study, based their self-worth on competitiveness, based their
self-worth on family, and were in a dating relationship. Number of sexual partners
decreased for those whose parents had never been married, based their self-worth on
being a virtuous person, lacked a religious affiliation, based their self-worth on being a
God’s love, and attended church more frequently. Of the three independent variables,
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relationship style was not found to have statistical significance when examining number
of partners, taking the full sample of both virgins and non-virgins into account.
For the second dependent variable, number of sexual intercourse partners for the
full sample, the independent variables of peer norms, dismissing relationship style, and
self-worth domains of competition, and virtuousness were again statistically significant
whenever included in a model. In addition to this however, because non-virgins were also
included in these four regression models, the self-worth domains of both academics and
God’s love became statistically significant predictors of number of partners, and in a
negative direction. However, both dismissing relationship style, which was statistically
significant in Model 2, and a self-worth domain of academics, statistically significant in
Model 3, lost statistical significance in the final regression model, Model 4. The selfworth domain for God’s love was not statistically significant in Model 3, but became so
in Model 4. Once again, gender was not statistically significant in Model 1, became
statistically significant in Model 2 where peer norms were not included. However, it did
not show statistical significance in Models 3 or 4 either. Lastly, having parents who were
never married was not statistically significant in Models 1, 2, or 3, but was statistically
significant in Model 4. Just as in the four previous models that were only different by
exclusion of virgins, all control variables showed statistical significance in at least one
model. Finally, fearful and preoccupied attachment styles and self-worth domains of
approval and appearance did not significantly influence number of sexual partners for the
full sample. Model 4 again accounted for the greatest amount of variance (36.3%) with
12 variables showing statistically significant influence. It is important to note however,
that Model 1 accounted for 34.7% of the variance with only 7 variables. One final
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comment should be made regarding peculiar and surprising findings. Participants from
homes where parents were divorced, separated, or widowed had higher numbers of sexual
partners. However, participants whose parents never married had fewer numbers of
sexual partners. Last, it seemed surprising that those participants who based their selfworth on their family had higher numbers of sexual partners. Refer to Table 4.4 for
descriptive statistics for the independent variables and control variables regressed against
number of sexual partners. For additional information on regression coefficients, or to
compare across models, refer to Appendix H, Table H.3.

89

Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Number of Sexual Partners for the Full Sample
__________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
840
100.0
2.99
3.0
1.0
Attachment Style
840
100.0
Secure
336
40.0
Fearful
232
27.6
Preoccupied
105
12.5
Dismissing
167
19.9
Self-Worth Domains
840
100.0
Family
840
100.0
5.49
5.6
6.0
Competition
840
100.0
4.90
5.0
5.2
Appearance
840
100.0
4.69
4.8
4.6
God’s Love
840
100.0
5.72
6.0
7.0
Academics
840
100.0
5.33
5.4
5.6
Virtue
840
100.0
5.17
5.2
5.6
Approval
840
100.0
3.68
3.8
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
840
100.0
Male
371
44.2
Female
469
55.8
Race
840
100.0
Black
219
26.1
White
595
70.8
Other
26
3.1
Age
840
100.0
19.84
19.0
18.0
17
7
.8
18
280
33.3
19
145
17.3
20
118
14.0
21
115
13.7
22
85
10.1
23
55
6.5
24
35
4.2
Relationship Status
840
100.0
Single
434
51.6
Involved
350
41.7
Engaged/Married
56
6.7
Parents’ Relationship Status
840
100.0
Married
552
65.7
Never Married
59
7.0
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
229
27.3
Church Attendance
840
100.0
Never/Almost Never
104
12.4
Less Than Once a Month
174
20.7
1-3 Times a Month
192
22.9
Almost Every Week
164
19.5
Once Every Week
125
14.9
Several Times a Week
81
9.6
Denomination
840
100.0
Religious Affiliation
809
96.3
None, Agnostic, Atheist
31
3.7

Number of One-Night Stands

90

The third dependent variable examined was the number of one-night stands for
those who reported having voluntarily engaged in sexual intercourse. The first model
included the independent variable peer norms. The second model included the
independent variable relationship style. The third model included the independent
variable contingencies of self-worth. The fourth model included all independent variables
(e.g., peer norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth), entered and
regressed simultaneously. All four models included the control variables of gender, age,
race, church attendance, denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’
relationship status. Prior to running multiple regression models, correlation coefficients
were obtained for the independent variables with number of one-night stands. Peer
norms, relationship style, the domain of competition from the CSW scale, and the domain
of virtue were all found to be significantly correlated with number of one-night stands at
the .01 level. The domains of virtue and God’s love from the CSW scale were found to be
significantly correlated with number of one-night stands at the .05 level.

First regression model
The first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm
along with control variables, significantly predicted number of one-night stands, F (11,
600) = 11.91, p < .001. R² for the model was .179, indicating that about 17.9% of the
variance in number of one-night stands was explained by the variables. In terms of
individual relationships between the independent and control variables and number of
one-night stands, peer norms had the strongest influence (β = .231), followed by age (β =

91

.163), race (β = .147), gender (β = .124), and parents’ relationship status (β = .084). In
general, those who view their peers to be more sexually risky report higher number of
one-night stands. The older the participant was at the time of the study, the more onenight stands they reported. For race, blacks when compared to whites were significantly
more likely to have had more one-night stands. Males reported higher numbers of onenight stands as compared to females. Finally, those with divorced, separated, or widowed
parents reported more one-night stands.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted frequency of onenight stands, F (13, 598) = 8.20, p < .001. R² for the model was .151, indicating that
about 15.1% of the variance in one-night stands is explained by the variables. In terms of
individual relationships between the independent and control variables and one-night
stands, gender of the participant had the strongest influence (β = .202), followed by age
(β = .148), race (β = .121), church attendance (β = -.116), dismissing relationship style (β
= .111), preoccupied relationship style (β = .104), and parents’ relationship status (β =
.081). In general, males reported higher numbers of one-night stands as compared to
females. The older the participant was at the time of the study, the more one-night stands
they reported. For race, blacks when compared to whites were significantly more likely to
have had more one-night stands. For church attendance, the more often a participant
attended religious services, the fewer one-night stands reported. Those with dismissing
relationship styles when compared to those with secure relationship styles reported more
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one-night stands. Similarly, those with preoccupied relationship styles when compared to
those with secure relationship styles reported more one-night stands. Finally, those with
divorced, separated, or widowed parents reported more one-night stands.

Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted number
of one-night stands, F (17, 594) = 6.62, p < .001. R² for the model was .159, indicating
that about 15.9% of the variance in number of one-night stands is explained by the
variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and number of one-night stands, gender of the participant had the strongest
influence (β = .173), followed by race (β = .169), age (β = .158), a self-worth domain of
competitiveness (β = .118), church attendance (β = -.104), a self-worth domain of
academics (β = -.101), and parents’ relationship status, more specifically parents who
were divorced, separated, or widowed (β = .087), and parents who were never married to
one another (β = .084). In general, higher numbers of one-night stands were found among
males, blacks, older participants, those who relied heavily on competition for self-worth,
and those who came from parents who were either never married, or who are now
divorced, separated, or widowed. Lower accounts of one-night stands were found among
those who attended religious ceremonies more often and based their self-worth on
academics.
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Fourth regression model
The fourth and final regression model for number of one-night stands, all
independent variables of peer norms, relationship styles, and contingencies of self-worth,
along with control variables, were included simultaneously in the model. Regression
analysis revealed that the model significantly predicted number of one-night stands, F
(21, 590) = 7.19, p < .001. R² for the model was .204, indicating that about 20.4% of the
variance in number of one-night stands is explained by the variables. In terms of
individual relationships between the independent and control variables and number of
one-night stands, peer norms was found to be the most influential predictor of number of
one-night stands (β = .206), followed by age (β = .164), race (β = .156), gender (β =
.106), a dismissing relationship style (β = .099), parents’ relationship status (β = .090),
and a preoccupied relationship style (β = .082). The participants who viewed their peer as
more sexually risky, were older at the time of the study, were black, were male, had a
dismissing or preoccupied relationship style, and those who came from homes where
their parents were divorced, separated, or widowed, were significantly more likely to
have had higher numbers of one-night stands. The independent variable contingencies of
self-worth was not statistically significant in predicting number of one-night stands.
For the third dependent variable, number of one-night stands, excluding virgins
from the analyses, the independent variables of peer norms, and dismissing and
preoccupied relationship styles, were statistically significant whenever included in a
model. Self-worth domains of competition and academics were both statistically
significant in Model 3, though in different directions, but not in Model 4 when all
independent variables were entered. The control variable church attendance which was
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not statistically significant in Model 1, but became statistically significant in both Models
2 and 3 where peer norms was not included. Additionally, church attendance was not
statistically significant once again in Model 4, where peer norms was again entered.
Having parents who were never married was statistically significant in Model 3, but not
in any of the other models. The control variables of relationship status and denomination
showed no statistical significance for predicting number of one-night stands in any of the
four models. Similarly, neither did fearful relationship style, or self-worth domains of
family, appearance, God’s love, virtue or approval. Model 4 again accounted for the
greatest amount of variance (20.4%) with 7 variables showing statistically significant
influence on number of one-night stands. Refer to Table 4.5 for descriptive statistics for
the independent variables and control variables regressed against the dependent variable
number of one-night stands for non-virgins. For additional information on regression
coefficients, or to compare across models, refer to Appendix H, Table H.4.
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Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics for Number of One-Night Stands for Non-Virgins
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
612
100.0
3.19
3.20
3.1
Attachment Style
612
100.0
Secure
234
38.2
Fearful
172
28.1
Preoccupied
80
13.1
Dismissing
126
20.6
Self-Worth Domains
612
100.0
Family
612
100.0
5.52
5.60
6.0
Competition
612
100.0
4.96
5.00
5.0
Appearance
612
100.0
4.73
4.80
4.2
God’s Love
612
100.0
5.65
6.00
7.0
Academics
612
100.0
5.34
5.40
5.6
Virtue
612
100.0
5.10
5.20
5.6
Approval
612
100.0
3.64
3.80
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
612
100.0
Male
272
44.4
Female
340
55.6
Race
612
100.0
Black
189
30.9
White
403
65.8
Other
20
3.3
Age
612
100.0
20.05
20.0
18.0
17
6
1.0
18
180
29.4
19
96
15.7
20
89
14.5
21
90
14.7
22
68
11.1
23
51
8.3
24
32
5.3
Relationship Status
612
100.0
Single
279
45.6
Involved
286
46.7
Engaged/Married
47
7.7
Parents’ Relationship Status
612
100.0
Married
375
61.3
Never Married
46
7.5
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
191
31.2
Church Attendance
612
100.0
Never/Almost Never
85
13.9
Less Than Once a Month
154
25.2
1-3 Times a Month
155
25.3
Almost Every Week
111
18.1
Once Every Week
74
12.1
Several Times a Week
33
5.4
Denomination
612
100.0
Religious Affiliation
592
96.7
None, Agnostic, Atheist
20
3.3

Frequency of Oral Sex without Sexual Intercourse
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The fourth dependent variable examined was number of oral sex partners without
sexual intercourse for the whole sample, both virgins and non-virgins. The first model
included the independent variable peer norms. The second model included the
independent variable relationship style. The third model included the independent
variable contingencies of self-worth. The fourth model included all independent variables
(e.g., peer norms, relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth), entered and
regressed simultaneously. All four models included the control variables of gender, age,
race, church attendance, denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’
relationship status. Prior to running multiple regression models, correlation coefficients
were obtained for the independent variables with number of oral sex partners without
intercourse. Peer norms and the contingency domains of competition and God’s love
from the CSW scale were found to be significantly correlated with number of oral sex
partners without sexual intercourse at the .01 level. The domains of virtue and appearance
from the CSW scale were found to be significantly correlated with number of oral sex
partners without sexual intercourse at the .05 level.

First regression model
The first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm
along with control variables, significantly predicted number of oral sex partners without
sexual intercourse, F (11, 812) = 17.86, p < .001. R² for the model was .195, indicating
that about 19.5% of the variance in number of oral sex partners without sexual
intercourse was explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between
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the independent and control variables and number of oral sex only partners, peer norms
had the strongest influence (β = .291), followed by race (β = -.203), age (β = .130),
relationship status (β = -.083), religious affiliation (β = -.078), and gender (β = .073). In
general, participant who viewed their peers as more sexually risky were more likely to
report higher number of oral sex only partners. For race, blacks when compared to whites
were significantly likely to report fewer oral sex only partners. For age, the older the
participant was at the time of the study, the more oral sex only partners he/she reported.
Those who were engaged or married reported fewer oral sex only partners, as did those
with no religious affiliation. Finally, males were more likely to report higher numbers of
oral sex only partners than females.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted number of oral sex
only partners, F (13, 810) = 9.77, p < .001. R² for the model was .136, indicating that
about 13.6% of the variance in number of oral sex only partners is explained by the
variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and number of oral sex only partners, race was the strongest predictor (β = .203), followed by gender (β = .160), church attendance (β = -.137), age (β = .131),
religious affiliation (β = -.091), relationship status, with being engaged or married
showing a stronger influence in the opposite direction (β = -.086) than being involved in
a dating relationship (β = .079), and having a preoccupied relationship style (β = .071).
Statistically significant independent variables for those with the fewest number of oral
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sex only partners included being black, frequent church attendance, having no religious
affiliation, and being engaged or married. For those with the higher numbers of oral sex
only partners, statistically significant independent variables included being male, being
older, being involved in a dating relationship, and having a preoccupied relationship
style. In the final regression model, of all the independent variables (peer norms,
attachment style, and contingencies of self-worth), a preoccupied style of attachment was
the only one to show any significant level of contribution to the dependent variable.

Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted number
of oral sex partners without sexual intercourse, F (17, 806) = 9.05, p < .001. R² for the
model was .160, indicating that about 16% of the variance in number of oral sex only
partners is explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships between the
independent and control variables and oral sex only partners, race (β = -.179) and gender
(β = .152) are the again the two that show the most amount of influence. After race and
gender, age is a statistically significant predictor (β = .138), followed by the self-worth
domain of competitiveness (β = .115), the self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.113), church
attendance (β = -.092), religious affiliation (β = -.086), being involved in a dating
relationship (β = .081), the self-worth domain of appearance (β = .080), and finally being
engaged or married (β = -.079). Of these ten statistically significant independent
variables, five showed a positive relationship, meaning that being male, older, in a dating
relationship, and basing self-worth on competition and appearance, was related to higher

99

numbers of oral sex only partners. Being black, virtuous, frequently in church services,
having no religious affiliation, and being engaged or married were all related to lower
numbers of oral sex only partners.

Fourth regression model
The fourth and final regression model for number of oral sex partners without
sexual intercourse, all independent variables of peer norms, relationship styles, and
contingency of self-worth, along with control variables, were included simultaneously in
the model. Regression analysis revealed that the model significantly predicted number of
oral sex partners without sexual intercourse, F (21, 802) = 10.68, p < .001. R² for the
model was .219, indicating that about 21.9% of the variance in number of oral sex
partners without sexual intercourse was explained by the variables. In terms of individual
relationships between the independent and control variables and number of oral sex only
partners, peer norms had the strongest influence (β = .268) in the overall regression
model, followed by race (β = -.209), age (β = .137), self-worth domain of virtue (β = .101), religious affiliation (β = -.083), self-worth domain of appearance (β = .082), being
engaged or married (β = -.080), self-worth domain of competitiveness (β = .074), gender
(β = .074), and finally, being involved in a dating relationship (β = .072). The participants
who reported their peers as more sexually risky, were older at the time of the study, those
who based their self-worth on appearance, those who based their self-worth on
competition, those who were involved in a dating relationship, and males as compared to
females were the most likely to have higher numbers of oral sex only partners. Those
who reported lower numbers of oral sex only partners included blacks, those who based
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their self-worth on virtuousness, those who had no religious affiliation, and those who
were engaged or married. In this final regression model, the independent variable of
relationship style does not significantly predict number of oral sex only partners.
For the fourth dependent variable, number of oral sex partners without sexual
intercourse for the full sample, the independent variables of peer norms and self-worth
domains of competition, virtue, and appearance were statistically significant whenever
included in a model. Preoccupied relationship style was statistically significant in Model
2, but not in Model 4 when all independent variables were entered. The control variables
church attendance and relationship status of being involved in a dating relationship were
not statistically significant in Model 1, which included peer norms, but both showed
statistical significance in Models 2 and 3, which did not include peer norms. In Model 4,
which again included peer norms, being involved in a relationship remained statistically
significant, though church attendance did not. The control variable parents’ relationship
status showed no statistical significance for predicting number of oral sex without
intercourse partners. Independent variables dismissing relationship style, fearful
relationship style, and self-worth domains of family, God’s love, academics, and
approval did not have statistical significance in any of the models. Model 4 accounted for
the greatest amount of variance (21.9%) with 10 variables showing statistically
significant influence on number of oral sex only partners. It is also important to note, that
Model 1 accounted for 19.5% of variance with only 6 variables. Refer to Table 4.6 for
descriptive statistics for the independent variables and control variables regressed against
the dependent variable number of oral sex partners for the full sample. For additional
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information on regression coefficients, or to compare across models, refer to Appendix
H, Table H.5.
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Table 4.6 Descriptive Statistics for Number of Oral Sex Partners for the Full Sample
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
824
100.0
2.98
3.0
1.0
Attachment Style
824
100.0
Secure
333
40.4
Fearful
225
27.3
Preoccupied
104
12.6
Dismissing
162
19.7
Self-Worth Domains
824
100.0
Family
824
100.0
5.49
5.6
6.0
Competition
824
100.0
4.90
5.0
5.2
Appearance
824
100.0
4.69
4.8
4.6
God’s Love
824
100.0
5.72
6.0
7.0
Academics
824
100.0
5.33
5.4
6.0
Virtue
824
100.0
5.18
5.2
5.6
Approval
824
100.0
3.67
3.8
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
824
100.0
Male
360
43.7
Female
464
56.3
Race
824
100.0
Black
216
26.2
White
583
70.8
Other
25
3.0
Age
824
100.0
19.83
19.0
18.0
17
7
.8
18
274
33.3
19
145
17.6
20
115
14.0
21
113
13.7
22
83
10.1
23
53
6.4
24
34
4.1
Relationship Status
824
100.0
Single
427
51.8
Involved
341
41.4
Engaged/Married
56
6.8
Parents’ Relationship Status
824
100.0
Married
540
65.5
Never Married
59
7.2
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
225
27.3
Church Attendance
824
100.0
Never/Almost Never
101
12.3
Less Than Once a Month
172
20.9
1-3 Times a Month
186
22.6
Almost Every Week
160
19.4
Once Every Week
125
15.2
Several Times a Week
80
9.7
Denomination
824
100.0
Religious Affiliation
794
96.4
None, Agnostic, Atheist
30
3.6

Frequency of Cheating Behavior
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The fifth dependent variable examined was frequency of cheating behavior for the
whole sample (i.e., both virgins and non-virgins). The first model included the
independent variable peer norms. The second model included the independent variable
relationship style. The third model included the independent variable contingencies of
self-worth. The fourth model included all independent variables (e.g., peer norms,
relationship style, and contingencies of self-worth, entered and regressed simultaneously.
All four models included the control variables of gender, age, race, church attendance,
denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ relationship status. Prior to
running multiple regression models, correlation coefficients were obtained for the
independent variables with frequency of cheating behavior. Peer norms, relationship
style, and the contingency domains of competition and being a virtuous person were
found to be significantly correlated with frequency of cheating behavior at the .01 level.
The domain of approval was found to be significantly correlated with frequency of
cheating behavior at the .05 level.

First regression model
The first regression model, which included the independent variable peer norm
along with control variables, significantly predicted frequency of cheating behavior, F
(11, 821) = 9.74, p < .001. R² for the model was .115, indicating that about 11.5% of the
variance in frequency of cheating behavior is explained by the variables. In terms of
individual relationships between the independent and control variables and frequency of
cheating behavior, race had the strongest influence (β = .218), followed by peer norms (β
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= .176), relationship status (β = .100), and church attendance (β = -.087). In general,
participants who were black, who viewed their peers as more sexually risky, who were
involved in a dating relationship, and who attended religious services less often were
more likely to report cheating behaviors.

Second regression model
The second regression model, which included the independent variable
relationship style along with control variables, significantly predicted frequency of
cheating behaviors, F (13, 819) = 7.60, p < .001. R² for the model was .108, indicating
that about 10.8% of the variance in frequency of cheating behaviors was explained by the
variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and frequency of cheating behaviors, race was again the strongest predictor (β =
.208), followed by church attendance (β = -.136), relationship status (β = .126),
dismissing relationship style (β = .124), fearful relationship style (β = .091), and gender
(β = .077). Regarding race, black participants, when compared to whites, were
significantly more likely to engage in cheating behavior. Regarding church attendance,
participants who attended more frequently were significantly less likely to engage in
cheating behavior. Participants who were involved in a dating relationship reported more
cheating behavior, as did those who had a dismissing relationship style and a fearful
relationship style. Finally, when compared to females, males were more likely to report
greater frequency of cheating behavior.
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Third regression model
The third regression model, which included the independent variable
contingencies of self-worth along with control variables, significantly predicted frequency
of cheating behaviors, F (17, 815) = 6.75, p < .001. R² for the model was .123, indicating
that about 12.3% of the variance in frequency of cheating behavior is explained by the
variables. In terms of individual relationships between the independent and control
variables and cheating behavior, race (β = .251) is again the most influential predictor,
followed by the self-worth domain of competitiveness (β = .135), church attendance (β =
-.119), the self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.118), and being involved in a dating
relationship (β = .112). In general, these findings suggest that black participants were
more likely to engage in cheating behavior than whites. Additionally, those who base
their self-worth on competitiveness were more likely to engage in cheating behavior.
Those who attend church services more often and those who base their self-worth on
being a virtuous person were less likely to engage in cheating behaviors. Finally, those
who were involved in a dating relationship were more likely when compared to single
participants, to have engaged in cheating behaviors.

Fourth regression model
The fourth and final regression model for frequency of cheating behavior, all
independent variables of peer norms, relationship styles, and contingency of self-worth,
along with control variables, were included simultaneously in the model. The model
significantly predicted frequency of cheating behavior, F (21, 811) = 7.20, p < .001. R²
for the model was .157, indicating that about 15.7% of the variance in frequency of
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cheating behavior was explained by the variables. In terms of individual relationships
between the independent and control variables and cheating behavior, race remained the
strongest predictor (β = .223) in the overall regression model, followed by peer norms (β
= .149), dismissing relationship style (β = .122), self-worth domain of virtue (β = -.120),
being involved in a dating relationship (β = .119), self-worth domain of competitiveness
(β = .110), and a fearful relationship style (β = .083). The participants who were black,
reported their peers as more sexually risky, reported a dismissing relationship style, were
involved in a dating relationship, based their self-worth on competitiveness, or selfreported a fearful relationship style were most likely to engage in cheating behavior.
Participants who based their self-worth on being a virtuous person were least likely to
engage in cheating behavior.
For the fifth dependent variable, frequency of cheating for the full sample, the
independent variables of peer norms, dismissing relationship style, fearful relationship
style, and self-worth domains of competition and virtue were statistically significant
across each model in which they were included. As has been the trend across dependent
variables, the significance level of gender varied, with significance in Models 2 and 4
only. Church attendance was significant in Models 1, 2, and 3, but not in Model 4 where
all independent variables were entered. The control variables age, parents’ relationship
status, and religious affiliation showed no statistical significance for predicting frequency
of cheating behaviors in any of the models. Independent variables preoccupied
relationship style, and self-worth domains of family, God’s love, academics, appearance,
and approval did not have statistical significance in any of the models either. Model 4
accounted for the greatest amount of variance (15.7%) with 7 variables showing
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statistically significant influence on frequency of cheating behavior. Refer to Table 4.7
for descriptive statistics for the independent variables and control variables regressed
against the dependent variable frequency of cheating behavior for the full sample. For
additional information on regression coefficients, or to compare across models, refer to
Appendix H, Table H.6.

108

Table 4.7 Descriptive Statistics for Frequency of Cheating Behavior for the Full Sample
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
833
100.0
2.99
3.0
1.0
Attachment Style
833
100.0
Secure
334
40.1
Fearful
230
27.6
Preoccupied
105
12.6
Dismissing
164
19.7
Self-Worth Domains
833
100.0
Family
833
100.0
5.49
5.6
6.0
Competition
833
100.0
4.9
5.0
5.2
Appearance
833
100.0
4.68
4.6
4.6
God’s Love
833
100.0
5.72
6.0
7.0
Academics
833
100.0
5.33
5.4
5.6
Virtue
833
100.0
5.18
5.2
5.6
Approval
833
100.0
3.68
3.8
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
833
100.0
Male
366
43.9
Female
467
56.1
Race
833
100.0
Black
216
25.9
White
591
71.0
Other
26
3.0
Age
833
100.0
19.82
19.0
18.0
17
7
.8
18
280
33.6
19
144
17.3
20
117
14.0
21
114
13.7
22
84
10.1
23
54
6.5
24
33
4.0
Relationship Status
833
100.0
Single
432
51.9
Involved
345
41.4
Engaged/Married
56
6.7
Parents’ Relationship Status
833
100.0
Married
549
65.9
Never Married
59
7.1
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
225
27.0
Church Attendance
833
100.0
Never/Almost Never
104
12.5
Less Than Once a Month
171
20.5
1-3 Times a Month
190
22.8
Almost Every Week
163
19.6
Once Every Week
124
14.9
Several Times a Week
81
9.7
Denomination
833
100.0
Religious Affiliation
802
96.3
None, Agnostic, Atheist
31
3.7
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Logistic Regression Analysis

Virginity
A logistic regression analysis was used to analyze the propensity of a participant
to be a non virgin versus a virgin; therefore, the sixth dependent variable was propensity
of virginity for the whole sample. The first model included the independent variable peer
norms. The second model included the independent variable relationship style. The third
model included the independent variable contingencies of self-worth. The fourth model
included all independent variables (e.g., peer norms, relationship style, and contingencies
of self-worth). All four models included the control variables of gender, age, race, church
attendance, denomination affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ relationship status.
Prior to running the logistic regression models, correlation coefficients were obtained for
the independent variables with virginity status. Peer norms and the contingency domains
of competition, being a virtuous person, and God’s love were found to be significantly
correlated with virginity status at the .01 level.
In order to predict the probability that a participant would or would not be a
virgin, logistic regression analysis was employed using the independent variable peer
norms, and the control variables of gender, age, relationship status, race, parents’
relationship status, religious affiliation, and church attendance, for this first model. A test
of the model was statistically significant, X² (11, N = 840) = 21.83, p < .001. Further, the
model was able to correctly classify 50% of those who were virgins and 93% of those
who were not, for an overall prediction rate of 81.5%. Results of the Hosmer and
Lemeshow Test verified that the model’s estimates fit the data at an acceptable level as
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the significance level was above .05 (p = .678). In order of significance, with those
showing the greatest amount of predictive power listed first, the specific independent
variables that showed significant partial effects for predicting group membership for nonvirgins, were church attendance, peer norms, being involved in a relationship, race, age,
religious affiliation, being engaged, and gender.
The odds ratio for race indicated that when holding other variables constant, a
black participant was 4.6 times more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. The
odds ratio for engaged indicated that an engaged or married participant was 4.4 times
more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. Similarly, a participant who was
involved in a relationship was 3.6 times more likely to have engaged in sexual
intercourse. For peer norms, the odds ratio indicated that when holding other variables
constant, those who perceived their peers as more sexually risky were 1.9 times more
likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse themselves. Put another way, for every oneunit change (one point increase on the peer norms questionnaire) in peer norms, it could
be predicted that there would be a .637 increase in the log-odds of having engaged in
sexual intercourse, holding all other variables constant.
For the second logistic regression model employed to predict group membership
for non-virgins, the independent variables for attachment style (i.e., preoccupied, fearful,
and dismissing, with secure as the reference), and the control variables of gender, age,
relationship status, race, parents’ relationship status, religious affiliation, and church
attendance were entered. A test of the model was statistically significant, X² (13, N = 840)
= 24.58, p < .001. Further, the model was able to correctly classify 29% of those who
were virgins and 91% of those who were not, for an overall prediction rate of 74.6%. For
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the specific independent variables, and in order of significance, being involved in a
relationship, age, church attendance, having divorced, separated, or widowed parents,
being engaged, and being black had significant partial effects.
The odds ratio for being involved in a relationship indicated that when holding
other variables constant, an involved participant was 3.3 times more likely to have
engaged in sexual intercourse. The odds ratio for engaged indicated that an engaged or
married participant was 2.6 times more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. For
race, the odds ratio showed that black participants were 2.3 times more likely to have
engaged in sexual intercourse. Participants whose parents were divorced, separated, or
widowed, odds ratio showed a 1.9 greater likelihood of engaging in sexual intercourse.
The third logistic regression model tested to predict group membership for nonvirgins included the independent variables for contingency of self-worth domains
(family, competition, appearance, God’s love, academics, virtue, and approval, and the
control variables of gender, age, relationship status, race, parents’ relationship status,
religious affiliation, and church attendance. A test of the model was statistically
significant, X² (17, N = 840) = 11.46, p = .001. Further, the model was able to correctly
classify 50.9% of those who were virgins and 91.6% of those who were not, for an
overall prediction rate of 80.7%. In order of significance, the specific independent
variables that showed significant partial effects were church attendance, being involved
in a relationship, race, age, a self-worth domain of virtuousness, being engaged, a selfworth domain of family, religious affiliation, having parents who are divorced, separated,
or widowed, and a self-worth domain of competition. A self-worth domain of
virtuousness and church attendance were both negative relationships, implying that as a
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participant’s virtue score increased, their likelihood of being a non-virgin decreased,
making them more likely to be virgins. Similarly, for church attendance, the more often a
participant reported attending religious services, the more likely they are to be a virgin.
The odds ratio for being engaged or married indicated that when holding other
variables constant, an engaged or married participant was 5.5 times more likely to have
engaged in sexual intercourse. The odds ratio for black indicated that a black participant
was 5.4 times more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. For involved, the odds
ratio indicated that a participant who was involved in a relationship was 4 times more
likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. And for participants whose parents were
divorced, separated, or widowed, odds ratio showed a 1.8 greater likelihood of engaging
in sexual intercourse.
For the final logistic regression model, all independent variables were entered, to
include peer norms, attachment styles, and self-worth domains. All control variables were
entered as well, including, gender, age, relationship status, race, parents’ relationship
status, religious affiliation, and church attendance. A test of the model was statistically
significant, X² (21, N = 840) = 23.04, p < .001. Further, the model was able to correctly
classify 54% of those who were virgins and 92% of those who were not, for an overall
prediction rate of 81.9%. Results of the Hosmer and Lemeshow Test indicated that the
model’s estimates fit the data at an acceptable level as the significance level is above .05
(p = .506). In order of significance, the specific independent variables that showed
significant partial effects were being involved in a relationship, peer norms, age, church
attendance, being black, a self-worth domain of virtuousness, being engaged, a self-worth
domain of family, religious affiliation, and having parents who are divorced, separated, or
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widowed. A self-domain of virtuousness, church attendance, and religious affiliation all
showed negative relationships, implying that as a participant’s virtue score increased,
their likelihood of being a non-virgin decreased, making them more likely to be virgins.
Similarly, for church attendance, the more often a participant reported attending religious
services, were more likely they are to be a virgin. Finally, those who reported being
agnostic, atheist, or as having no religious affiliation, were less likely to be non-virgins
than those who reported a religious affiliation.
The odds ratio for being engaged or married indicated that when holding other
variables constant, an engaged or married participant was 5.9 times more likely to have
engaged in sexual intercourse. The odds ratio for black indicated that a black participant
was 4.7 times more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. For involved, the odds
ratio indicated that a participant who was involved in a relationship was 4 times more
likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse. For peer norms, the odds ratio indicates that
when holding other variables constant, those who perceived their peers as more sexually
risky were 1.9 times more likely to have engaged in sexual intercourse themselves. Put
another way, for every one-unit change (one point increase on the peer norms
questionnaire) in peer norms, a .622 increase in the log-odds of having engaged in sexual
intercourse, holding all other variables constant, could be predicted.
For the sixth dependent variable, propensity of virginity for the full sample, the
independent variables of peer norms, self-worth domain of virtue, and self-worth domain
of family were statistically significant across each model in which they were included.
The control variables that showed the most consistency across models as having
statistical significance in predicting group membership for non-virgins were church
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attendance, relationship status, race, age, and parents’ marital status. Parents’ marital
status was significant in each model with the exception of Model 1, which included the
independent variable for peer norms. Again, parents’ marital status was significant in
Model 4, which included peer norms. The independent variables for Attachment Style
showed no statistical significance in either the final model, or in Model 2 which only
contained the independent variables for attachment along with controls. The final model
which contained all independent variables along with controls, showed the greatest
prediction rate (81.9%) of all the models. Refer to Table 4.8 for descriptive statistics for
the independent variables and control variables used to predict the dependent variable
propensity to engage in sexual intercourse for the full sample.
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Table 4.8 Descriptive Statistics for Propensity to Have Intercourse for the Full Sample
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
N
%
Mean
Median
Mode
_____________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
840
100.0
2.99
3.0
1.0
Attachment Style
840
100.0
Secure
336
40.0
Fearful
232
27.6
Preoccupied
105
12.5
Dismissing
167
19.9
Self-Worth Domains
840
100.0
Family
840
100.0
5.49
5.6
6.0
Competition
840
100.0
4.90
5.0
5.2
Appearance
840
100.0
4.69
4.8
4.6
God’s Love
840
100.0
5.72
6.0
7.0
Academics
840
100.0
5.33
5.4
5.6
Virtue
840
100.0
5.17
5.2
5.6
Approval
840
100.0
3.68
3.8
3.8
Demographic Control Variables
Gender
840
100.0
Male
371
44.2
Female
469
55.8
Race
840
100.0
Black
219
26.1
White
595
70.8
Other
26
3.1
Age
840
100.0
19.83
19.0
18.0
17
7
.8
18
280
33.3
19
145
17.3
20
118
14.0
21
115
13.7
22
85
10.1
23
55
6.5
24
35
4.2
Relationship Status
840
100.0
Single
434
51.6
Involved
350
41.7
Engaged/Married
56
6.7
Parents’ Relationship Status
840
100.0
Married
552
65.7
Never Married
59
7.0
Divorced, Separated, Widowed
229
27.3
Church Attendance
840
100.0
Never/Almost Never
104
12.4
Less Than Once a Month
174
20.7
1-3 Times a Month
192
22.9
Almost Every Week
164
19.5
Once Every Week
125
14.9
Several Times a Week
81
9.6
Denomination
840
100.0
Religious Affiliation
809
96.3
None, Agnostic, Atheist
31
3.7
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Summary of Results
For the dependent variable first age at intercourse, age, race, and church
attendance were the most influential control variables, with older participants, white
participants, and participants who frequented church services more often having
remained virgins until later ages. Once control variables were taken into account,
independent variables of peer norms and God’s love showed the strongest influence on
how old a participant was the first time they had sexual intercourse, with those who
viewed their peers as less sexually risky and those who based their self-worth on God’s
love having had sex earlier.
For the dependent variable number of partners, when only assessing non-virgins,
age had the greatest predictive ability, meaning the older the participant was at the time
of the study, the more sexual partners they were likely to report. After the control
variable of age was taken into account, peer norms showed the strongest relationship for
number of sexual partners. This relationship was positive, meaning the more sexually
risky a participant viewed their peers to be, the higher the number reported for sexual
partners. The control variable for race seemed the next most influential factor, again with
blacks reporting higher numbers of sexual partners as compared to whites. In the fourth
and final regression model for this dependent variable, where all independent and control
variables were entered simultaneously, a self-worth domain of competitiveness and a
dismissing attachment style were the next most influential factors in determining number
of partners. Both variables had a positive relationship with the dependent variable,
meaning that participants who identified themselves as either of these reported higher
numbers of sexual partners.
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For the dependent variable number of partners, when assessing the full sample of
virgins and non-virgins, parents’ relationship status become significant. Participants who
had parents who were either never married, divorced, separated, or widowed, were more

likely to have had sex and with more partners. Peer norms, race, and age were still strong
predictors of number of partners, as was a competitive self-worth domain. Basing selfworth on God’s love or on being a virtuous person also became statistically significant
with a negative relationship, meaning those participants who scored high on this scale
were more likely to have fewer numbers of sexual partners, if any. Control variables of
religious affiliation, church attendance, and relationship status also showed statistical
significance across models. Finally, participants who based their self-worth on
competitiveness or family were more likely to report higher numbers of sexual partners.
For the dependent variable one night stands, peer norms was the strongest
independent variable, meaning that the more sexually risky a participant viewed their
peers to be, the more one night stands they reported for themselves. The control variables
for age, race, and gender were the next most influential variables, and across all four
models, with older participants, males, and blacks reporting higher numbers of one night
stands. Dismissing and preoccupied attachment styles also showed statistical significance
in influencing one night stands, with those attachment styles showing higher numbers of
casual one night sex. Finally, the control variable for having parents who were divorced,
separated, or widowed was statistically significant across all models and showed
participants from these homes to engage in more one night stands.
For the dependent variable oral sex without intercourse, peer norms was the
strongest predictor, showing that the more sexually risky a participant viewed their peers
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to be, the more oral sex partners they reported for themselves. In addition, control
variables of age and race remained among the strongest independent variables across
models. Self-worth domains of virtue, appearance, and competition were significantly
influential upon oral sex partners as well, with feeling like a virtuous person having a
negative relationship, and thereby being related to lower numbers of oral sex partners.
Religious affiliation, gender, and relationship status also showed statistical significance
across all four models.
For the dependent variable frequency of cheating, race was the most significant
variable across all models, with blacks reporting higher frequencies of cheating when
compared to whites. Once this control variable was taken into account, independent
variables of peer norms, dismissing attachment style, self-worth domain of virtue, selfworth domain of competition, and fearful attachment style were all statistically
significant predictors of frequency of cheating. The control variable of relationship status
was also significant across models, with participants currently involved in a dating
relationship reporting higher occurrences of cheating behavior.
Finally, for the dependent variable propensity of virginity, church attendance,
relationship status, race, age, and parents’ marital status were the most influential control
variables, with older participants, black participants, participants who were involved in a
relationship, engaged, or married, participants whose parents were divorced, separated, or
widowed, and participants who did not attend church services as often, being more likely
to have engaged in sexual intercourse. Once control variables were taken into account,
independent variables of peer norms, virtuousness, and family support showed the
strongest influence on propensity to engage in intercourse or not, with those who viewed
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their peers as less sexually risky and those who based their self-worth on being a virtuous
person being more likely to be virgins at the time of the study. Interestingly, those who
reported a self-worth domain highly contingent upon family were likely to belong to the
non-virgin group.

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

Summary
Community, mental health, and school counselors are continually being faced
with consumers struggling with the consequences of unhealthy sexual decisions and
behaviors. Despite education and warnings regarding the risks involved, the college
student population continues to engage in high-risk sexual activity, with young ages at
first intercourse, high numbers of partners, participation in one-night stands, high
numbers of oral sex partners, and high occurrences of cheating behaviors. Such behaviors
often result in lifelong implications, impacting future relationships, marriage and family
dynamics, and emotional and psychological health.
Attachment theory is a theoretical perspective relevant to the prediction of sexual
attitudes and decisions as the defining features of the attachment styles are consistent
with sexual behaviors (Smith, 1997; Walsh, 1991). For instance, researchers (Brennan &
Shaver, 1995; Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004), have shown that the securely attached
individual is less likely than other attachment groups to be involved in one-night stands
and cheating outside of the primary relationship, and instead, is more likely to be
involved in mutually initiated sex within a committed relationship. Avoidant individuals,
however, tend to show an unrestricted approach to sexual attitudes and behavior, as
120
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evidenced by earlier sexual intercourse and by more casual, uncommitted, non-intimate
sex. Anxious individuals reportedly engage in sex primarily to please their partners, feel
accepted, and avoid abandonment (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Davis, Shaver, & Vernon,
2004). Anxious-ambivalent individuals frequently initiate affectionate encounters, but
tend to report greater enjoyment of holding and caressing than of more clearly sexual
behaviors. They also report less consistent condom use and report earlier sexual
intercourse as compared to secure individuals. In general, the avoidant adolescent has sex
for self-defining or self-enhancing reasons, such as losing their virginity or impressing
peers (Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004; Feeney, Peterson, Gallois, & Terry, 2000;
Gentzler & Kerns, 2004).
Crocker and Park (2004) found that when self-worth is derived from external
sources, such as appearance, it can be associated with destructive behavior, including
substance abuse, sexually risky behaviors, and eating disorders. Students whose selfworth is unstable are not only more reactive to everyday events, but also base decisions
and act on the need to increase self-worth, even if only for the moment.
Few would argue that romantic relationships are often a source of satisfaction,
filling essential needs of security and personal growth. Certainly, the experience of
approval from others and of satisfying relationships would significantly contribute to a
sense of self-worth for most. Keeling (1991) contended that concept of self, or one’s selfworth, is not only impacted by relationships, but likewise, heavily influences relationship
behavior. More specifically, he stated that an individual’s low self-worth may be an
underlying reason for engaging in high-risk sexual behavior (e.g., early initiation of
coitus, multiple partners, unsafe sex, and non conventional sexual behaviors) because of
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the immediate fix, even when aware of the long-term consequences. According to
Foreman (2003, p. 650) “the expectation or longing for intimacy, desire for a long-term
relationship, and the desire for personal or partner pleasure seem to overshadow…risk”.
Further, Keeling (1991) insisted that problems in self-definition, self-acceptance, and
self-worth lead adolescents to engage in riskier situations, making decisions based on
external influences rather than on internal controls.
According to Chng and Moore (1994), students tend to experiment frequently
with sex during their time in college so much so that college campuses have become
synonymous with permissive sexual behavior. These assumptions could actually promote
permissiveness and experimentation according to social norms theory. Adolescents tend
to align their own attitudes and behaviors with what they perceive to be the norm in their
peer group, whether these perceptions are incorrect or not. Alignment occurs because in
adolescence, peers begin to assume an increasingly important role, so that by college, the
peer group serves as the primary reference point for one’s own behavior (Mirande, 1968).
According to Majumdar (2003, p. 1) “peers have a greater impact in predicting sexual
risk among adolescents than parents”.
The constructs of attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms are influential in
adolescent sexual decisions and subsequent behaviors. However, these variables have
primarily been examined separately and have each established a relationship to sexual
behavior independent of one another. No researchers to date have attempted to determine
the explanatory and predictive importance of these three variables simultaneously in an
attempt to produce a typical profile of the sexually risky college student.
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The present study was designed to examine the predictive importance of
attachment style, self-worth domains, and perception of peer norms on one’s sexual
behaviors. The Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) was
used to assess attachment style. Participants were self-categorized as Secure,
Preoccupied, Fearful, or Dismissing. The Contingencies of Self-Worth (CSW) Scale
(Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003) was used to assess the seven domains of
self-worth. Participants received seven separate sub-scores for family support, academic
competence, appearance, competition, God’s love, approval from others, and virtue.
Based on items originally used by Winslow, Franzini and Hwang (1992, as cited in
Ratliff-Crain, Donald, & Dalton, 1999) and modified by Ratliff-Crain, Donald, and
Dalton (1999), nine statements regarding perceptions of peers’ sexual attitudes or
behaviors were used to assess the influence of peer norms.
The participants for this study were 855 college students, 378 of which were
males (44.2%) and 477 of which were females (55.8%). The participants’ ages ranged
from 17 to 24. As was expected based on university demographics, 70.3% of the
participants were Caucasian, 26.5% African American, 1.1% categorized themselves as
Other, .9% Asian/Pacific Islander, .9% Hispanic, and .2% Alaskan/Native American.
Multiple regression analyses were employed to examine the influence of attachment
style, peer norms, and self-worth domains on five different aspects of sexual behavior:
age at first intercourse, number of sexual partners, number of oral sex partners, number of
one-nights stands, and frequency of cheating behavior. Logistic regression analyses were
employed to test the ability of attachment style, peer norms, and self-worth domains to
predict group membership for non-virgins. In all analyses, demographic variables of age,
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gender, race, relationship status, denomination affiliation, church attendance, and parents’
marital status were controlled.
Specifically, it was the aim of this research to answer the following questions:
What is the influence of attachment style, domain of self-worth, and perception of peer
behavior, on the college student who is risky in their sexual behavior, as evidenced by a
high number of partners, casual sex, early intercourse, and a history of cheating? Even
more important, which of the independent variables, or combination of, more accurately
predicts this type of behavior?

Overview of Findings

Attachment Style and Sexual Behavior
Is attachment style related to college students' sexual behavior? If so, to what
extent does it explain students' propensity to have sexual intercourse, age at first
intercourse, number of sexual partners, number of one-night stands, frequency of oral sex
without intercourse, and history of cheating? The findings derived from the full sample
show that attachment style is not related to propensity to engage in sexual intercourse or
remain a virgin. This contradicts previous research stating that those reporting to be
virgins were most likely to be avoidantly attached (Kalichman, Sarwer, Johnson, Ali,
Early, & Tuten, 1993). Attachment style was also found to be unrelated to age at first
intercourse. This too contradicts previous research showing that avoidant individuals
have sex at earlier ages (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Davis, Shaver, & Vernon, 2004).
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While attachment style does not predict a college student’s propensity to engage
in sexual behavior, it was found to be significantly related to the number of sexual
intercourse partners reported when examined for non-virgins only and for the full sample.
Those students who reported a preoccupied attachment style also reported higher
numbers of partners when no other independent variables were placed into the model and
when the analysis only included non-virgins. This is consistent with other research results
which indicate that the pattern of intense and short-lived relationships engaged in by the
preoccupied individual leads to a higher number of sexual partners over time (Cooper,
Shaver, & Collins, 1998; Feeney, Kelly, Gallois, Peterson, & Terry, 1999). The
dismissing attachment style, however, showed a significant relationship across all models
and in both analysis with the full sample and with the sub-sample. Those who reported a
dismissing attachment style were more likely to report a higher number of sexual
partners. While researchers have purported that avoidant individuals would have a lower
number of partners (Kalichman, Sarwer, Johnson, Ali, Early, & Tuten, 1993), the results
of this study did not support that assertion.
The attachment styles of dismissing and preoccupied again showed a relationship
to the number of one-night stands, or casual sex partners, a participant reported. Both
attachment styles were significant across models indicating that those who report
themselves as either of these attachment styles (i.e., dismissing or preoccupied) had a
higher number of one-night stands when compared to secure individuals. Researchers
have been consistent in their idea that secure individuals have fewer one-night stands and
avoidant individuals have more frequent one-night stands (Bartholomew & Howoritz,
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1991; Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Cooper, Shaver, & Collins, 1998; Davis, Shaver, &
Vernon, 2004; Paul, McManus, & Hayes, 2000). These findings were partially supported.
Without taking other independent variables into account, the preoccupied
attachment style was related to number of oral sex partners, with those who endorsed this
style having a higher number of oral sex partners. However, attachment style was not
related to number of oral sex partners when other independent variables were entered into
the model. For frequency of cheating behaviors, the attachment styles of dismissing and
fearful were related when compared to the secure attachment style. In other words, across
models, those individuals who reported a fearful attachment style or a dismissing
attachment style also reported more occurrences of cheating on a partner. This finding
supports the notion that avoidant men are more likely to be unfaithful to a partner
(Gangestad & Thornhill, 1997), and that secure individuals are less likely to be involved
in sexual encounters outside of the primary relationship (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Davis,
Shaver, & Vernon, 2004).

Contingencies of Self-Worth and Sexual Behavior
How are self-worth domains of contingency linked to college students' propensity
to have sexual intercourse, oral sex without intercourse, age at first intercourse, number
of sexual partners, number of one-night stands, and history of cheating? The findings
derived from the full sample showed that the self-worth domains for family support and
virtue were significantly related to propensity to engage in sexual intercourse or remain a
virgin. Specifically, those who based their self-worth on family support were more likely
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to be sexually active, while those who based their self-worth on being a virtuous person
were less likely to be sexually active, and therefore virgins.
Basing one’s self-worth on God’s love significantly influenced the age at first
intercourse with those who derived feelings of self-worth from this source reporting later
ages at first intercourse, thereby remaining virgins longer. Self-worth based on
competitiveness showed a relationship to higher numbers of partners when assessing the
full sample and when assessing non-virgins only. Basing your self-worth on virtue and
academics influenced number of partners as well with these participants reporting fewer
sexual partners. When assessing the full sample, self-worth based on family support and
God’s love both became significantly influential, though in opposing directions. For
those who based their self-worth on family support, a higher number of partners was
observed. For those who based their self-worth on God’s love, a lower number of sexual
partners was reported.
Number of one-night stands was significantly influenced by self-worth domains
of competition and academics with those who reported competition as a source of selfworth having higher numbers of one-night stands, and those who reported academics as a
source of self-worth having lower numbers of one-night stands. However, in the final
model which took all independent variables into account, these findings were no longer
significant. Therefore, a person’s domain of self-worth was not significantly related to
number of one-night stands when peer norms and attachment style were taken into
account.
Self-worth domains of competition, virtue, and appearance all showed a
significant relationship to the number of oral sex partners reported. Participants who
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reported being a virtuous person as a source of self-worth tended to have fewer oral sex
partners. Those who reported competition and appearance as sources of self-worth had
higher numbers of oral sex partners. Finally, self-worth domains of virtue and
competition were observed to be significant influences on frequency of cheating
behavior. For those who reported being a virtuous person as a source of self-worth, there
was a low occurrence of cheating behavior. For those who reported competition as a
source of self-worth, a higher number of cheating incidences had occurred.
Crocker and Park (2004) found that when self-worth derived from external
sources, such as appearance, competition, and approval, it can be associated with
destructive behavior, including substance abuse, sexually risky behaviors, and eating
disorders. Such external sources of self-worth are highly susceptible to fluctuations and
thereby unstable. Because of this, these individuals are not only more reactive to
everyday events, but also base decisions and act on the need to increase self-worth, even
if only for the moment. The current study supported these assertions as internal sources
of self-worth such as God’s love and virtue were consistently related to less sexually
risky behavior, while external sources were consistently related to more sexually risky
behavior. Additional links between the current research and previous findings are made
difficult because of the way self-worth was measured in previous studies. The current
study measured the basis for self-worth whereas prior research simply focused on a more
global assessment of high versus low self-worth. However, it is important to note that
prior research findings have been contradictory regarding the relationship between selfworth and sexual behavior. The results of this study indicate that it is not whether esteem
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is high or low, but rather if it is based on external or internal factors, thereby offering a
possible explanation for the contradictory findings in the past.

Perception of Peer Norms and Sexual Behavior
Does the perception of peer norms matter in college students’ sexual behaviors.
And if so, do these norms foster or deter these behaviors? Peer norms was significantly
related to the propensity to be a virgin or non-virgin, age at first intercourse, number of
partners for both the full and sub-sample, number of one-night stands, number of oral sex
partners, and frequency of cheating behaviors. In fact, with the exception of age at first
intercourse, peer norms was the strongest independent variable with the greatest amount
of influence when compared to the other independent variables. Participants who viewed
their peers as more sexually risky were more likely to be sexually active, at earlier ages,
with more sexual intercourse and oral sex partners, more often engaging in one-night
stands and in cheating behaviors. The reasons for this are speculative. Do college
students choose peer groups who align with how they already think, feel, and behave? Or,
do college students exaggerate how their peers behave sexually in an effort to rationalize
or minimize their own behaviors? According to Perkins (2002), individuals recall
information that is exciting; thereby creating a bias in what is considered typical among
peers. This in turn, results in unhealthy behavior as the college student then aligns his/her
own attitudes and behaviors with what they perceive to be the norm in their peer group.
Mirande (1968) found that those who had not yet engaged in sexual intercourse
were far more likely to have reference groups that disapproved of intercourse. The
reference groups of those who had experienced intercourse however, generally provided
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approval of sexual intercourse. Further, Mirande (1968) offered support for the notion
that behavior is generally consistent with the expectation of peers and that a strong
relationship does exist between attitudes and sexual behavior of friends and one’s own
behavior. Social norms theory also posits that when students perceive that the majority of
their peers are engaging in a particular behavior, they themselves are more likely to do
so, whether or not their peers are actually doing the same (Scholly, Katz, Gascoigne, &
Holck, 2005). Finally, motivations for sexual behavior were examined by Kinsman and
Romer (1998). They found that the perception of peer behavior shaped sexual decisions
in an effort to align behaviors to reflect that of perceived norms. The results of the current
study strongly support the existing literature linking peer norms with one’s own sexual
behavior.

Attachment Style, Contingencies of Self-Worth, Peer Norms, and Sexual Behavior
Which constructs – attachment style, self-worth domains and peer norms – best
predict college students’ sexual behaviors? What is the relative importance of each
construct? Controlling for demographic variables (i.e., race, gender, age, church
attendance, religious affiliation, relationship status, and parents’ marital status), peer
norms, in general, shows the strongest predictive ability across sexual behaviors when
compared to the other independent variables. The only exception to this is a self-worth
based on God’s love, which shows a slightly stronger relationship to age at first
intercourse than does peer norms. For predicting which participants will have already
engaged in sexual intercourse, peer norms followed by self-worth domains of virtue and
family were significantly related. For age at first intercourse, a self-worth domain of
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God’s love followed by peer norms was significantly related. For number of partners for
non-virgins only, peer norms, followed by a self-worth domain of competition, a
dismissing attachment style, and a self-worth domain of virtue were significantly related.
For number of partners for the full sample, peer norms, followed by a self-worth domain
of virtue, competition, family, and God’s love were significantly related. For one-night
stands, peer norms, followed by a dismissing attachment style and a preoccupied
attachment style were significantly related. For number of oral sex partners, peer norms,
followed by a self-worth domain virtue, appearance, and competition were significantly
related. Finally, for frequency of cheating behavior, peer norms, followed by a dismissing
attachment style, a self-worth domain of virtue, competition, and a fearful attachment
style were significantly related.
Out of the seven final models, which contained all control variables and all
independent variables, run for the six dependent variables used to measure sexually risky
behavior, peer norms was significant in all seven. A self-worth domain of virtue was
significant in five. A self-worth domain of competition was significant in four. A
dismissing attachment style was significant in three. A self-worth domain of family and a
self-worth domain of God’s love were significant in two. A fearful attachment style, a
preoccupied attachment style, and a self-worth domain of appearance were significant in
one. The self-worth domains of academics and approval were statistically non significant
across all final models for the six dependent variables used to measure sexual behavior.
Taken collectively, it would appear that the sexually risky individual is likely to perceive
their peers as sexually risky, to lack self-worth based on virtue, to instead have self-worth
based on competition, and to endorse a dismissing attachment style.
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Control Variables and Sexual Behavior
Gentzler and Kerns (2004) suggested that because many factors contribute to
people’s sexual experiences, these experiences should be studied within a broader set of
sociocultural and demographic factors. The present study did incorporate a broader set of
factors, including age, race, gender, church attendance, religious affiliation, relationship
status, and parents’ marital status. Of these variables used as controls, race seemed to
have the strongest influence on sexual behavior, with participants who were black
showing the riskiest sexual behaviors. Having parents who were divorced, separated, or
widowed also played a significant role across four out of seven of the dependent
variables.

Implications for Practice
It was my intention to derive results from the present study in an effort to equip
counselors and educators with increased knowledge as to the motivators of unhealthy,
risky sexual behaviors. Such knowledge can be used to assist counselors in implementing
more effective and targeted treatment rather than simply treating the behavioral
symptoms, and can aid in the implementation of newly revised sex education models,
focusing on factors outside of the abstinence only mentality. In other words, the
information gained from this study can be used to aid both consumers of mental health
services and students receiving sex education, to gain insight into their behavior, and to
lessen and possibly even prevent continued decision making that leads to risky sexual
outcomes.
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It is known that sex education has not been a significant deterrent thus far. In fact,
there are times when it has the opposite effect on students than intended, leading to
fearlessness and invulnerability (Rathus, Nevid, & Fichner-Rathus, 2005). The
information gleaned from the statistical findings of the current study can be used to
revamp and improve existing sex education models. First, sex educators should consider
the impact that peer norms were found to have on sexual decisions and behavior.
Whether true or not, adolescents tend to recall exciting and dramatic information. When
sex educators give staggering statistics of risky sexual behavior and its consequences,
adolescents actually use this information to compare themselves in a positive light,
thereby minimizing their own sexual behavior.
Instead of shocking stories that make even the most sexually risky individuals
seem dull in comparison, sex educators should instead use typical scenarios with negative
outcomes to show that even minimal risky sexual behavior can result in devastation.
Rather than reporting the unusual case of the person that reports over 50 sexual partners,
focus should instead be given to the fact that nearly one quarter of the college students in
this sample reported having had sexual intercourse with only 1 partner. Further, 72%
reported 5 or fewer partners. While this is still troubling information, it certainly has a
different effect on the student’s view of their own sexual behavior. This emphasis would
reflect the knowledge gained regarding both peer norms and the significance of selfworth based on competition. In other words, students who may rationalize their behavior
because of their perception that others are more sexually risky than they are (peer norms),
will now have to adjust that perception. Furthermore, those who increase their sexually
risky behavior because they feel the need to compete (self-worth based on competition)
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with the person reporting over 50 partners can now reframe and adjust their perception
and reaction as well. In addition to these suggestions, sex education models should also
consider targeting groups shown to be more sexually risky, such as African Americans.
Within the counseling setting, consumers of services work alongside their
therapists to increase healthy and responsible behavior, while minimizing unhealthy and
risky behaviors. Behaviors that may present themselves in therapy include smoking,
alcohol use, drug use, anger outbursts, overeating, gambling, isolating, cutting, fighting,
skipping school, overspending, and recklessness. Sexual behavior is also one such
behavior for which consumers may seek counseling. The reason for seeking counseling
may be to better understand why they engage in unhealthy sexual behavior, to reduce
engaging in unhealthy sexual behavior, or perhaps to gain assistance with negative
consequences stemming from risky sexual behaviors.
Based on the results of this study, counselors working with college students
should keep in mind that the sexually risky individual is likely to perceive their peers as
sexually risky, to lack self-worth based on virtue, to instead have self-worth based on
competition, and to endorse a dismissing attachment style. Counselors can work better
with these individuals in light of this information, in an effort to assess the degree to
which these variables may be applicable. Counselors should assist consumers in
realistically evaluating peer behavior as most evaluations of risky peer behavior are gross
overestimations that are not only used to guide their own behavior in order to increase
similarities between themselves and their peers, but also as a rationalization for risky
behavior. After a realistic evaluation of peer behavior, education regarding the tendency
to overestimate, align, and rationalize should be incorporated.
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According to Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, and Bouvrette (2003), scoring low on
the virtue domain, as measured by the Contingency of Self-Worth Scale, implies that the
individual does not lose self-respect when doing something they know is wrong, does not
live according to a moral code, and does not behave according to ethical standards.
Counselors should work toward increasing levels of reasoning with regards to moral
decisions in an effort to increase virtuousness. Having self-worth based on competition
implies that individuals feel good about themselves when they perform better than others,
as measured by the Contingency of Self-Worth Scale. While being competitive in and of
itself does not necessarily lead to risky and unhealthy behaviors, it can if the area of focus
is sexual conquests. Individuals who do focus on sexual conquests can be assisted in
examining alternate areas for healthy competition such as academics or sports. In
addition, internal qualities to base self-worth on should be stressed.
Dismissive individuals have a positive view of self but a negative view of others
and therefore avoid and devalue personal relationships. In order to work with individuals
with a dismissing attachment style, the counseling intervention should focus on security,
stability, and sensitivity, with the counselor modeling appropriate caring relationship
behaviors. Relationship building and unconditional positive regard, perhaps within a
family systems approach, should be stressed. The counselor should assist the consumer in
recognizing their attachment style, patterns, and the effects it has on their intimate
relationships. In addition, communication skills should be stressed to decrease criticism,
stonewalling, and defensiveness in relationships.
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Limitations and Recommendations
Limitations of the study included those inherent in convenience sampling, selfreport measurements, and sex research in general. While true random sampling is the
ideal procedure for most psychological research studies, it is rarely feasible. Convenience
samples are appropriate for research, though the generalizability of the results can be
questionable. The convenience sample in this study contained traditional-aged college
students, being between the ages of 17 and 24, who voluntarily participated. Not only is
the external validity of the study decreased due to the convenience of the sample, but
sample bias is also possible as voluntary participants may be qualitatively different from
the overall college student population. In addition, the reliability may be affected because
of potential bias from the use of self-report measurements. Self-report bias can be
escalated when assessing highly charged and personal topics such as risky sexual
behavior. However, Meston, Heiman, Trapnell, and Paulhus (1998) found that self-report
instruments, when used under anonymous testing conditions, are not particularly sensitive
to social desirability biases. What response bias remains may be diverse. It is just as
possible that participants skew their reports of risky sexual behaviors toward a permissive
social norm as toward a conservative social norm.
Recommendations for future research center on gender, race, and condom use.
Bogaert and Sadava (2002) found that women, more than men, may be more sensitive to
internal working models of attachment, affecting their sexual behavior more than others.
Gender differences were also found by Cooper, Shaver, and Collins (1998), Feeney,
Kelly, Gallois, Peterson, and Terry (1999), and Feeney, Noller, and Patty (1993). Future
researchers should analyze data separately for each gender to determine if the effects of
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attachment styles, as well as other independent variables, differ for males and females.
Similarly, because race showed a strong predictive relationship for all dependent
variables, future research should also examine the data separately for blacks than for
whites. Finally, the sexual behavior questionnaire used for this study did not contain a not
applicable response category for the question “In the past one-year, how often have you
used a condom during sexual intercourse?” For those who either were virgins, had not
engaged in sexual intercourse in the past year, or who were married, the only appropriate
response available was never, which would typically indicate a sexually risky individual.
However, for those that fit this description, sexually risky would not be an appropriate
categorization for them, thereby making the data from this question invalid and excluded
from analysis. Future research should make sure to provide all possible and appropriate
response categories to avoid elimination of this sexual behavior measure.
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Consent Form

Dear participant,
My name is Susan Eaves, a doctoral student at Mississippi State University, and I am currently
conducting a study on attachment style, self-worth, and peer norms as predictive factors of sexual behavior
among college students and am asking for your participation. All participants are students of Mississippi
State University. The purpose of this research is to expand the knowledge base in the field of counseling
and the benefit is to gain a greater understanding of the factors that go into sexual decision making. You
will be asked to answer questions from several instruments, taking approximately 15 minutes of your time.
Questions regarding sexual behavior are often considered of a sensitive nature to participants, and could
possibly result in feeling embarrassed with yourself. No other risks are associated with participation in this
study. However, should any harm result from your participation in the study, please seek assistance from
the Counselor Education, School Psychology Laboratory at 662.325.0717. All responses will be kept
anonymous, as your name is not to appear anywhere on the documents, and will be stored in a secure
location. Please note that these records will be held by a state entity and therefore are subject to disclosure
if required by law.
Please know that your participation is voluntary, and if you decline participation, there will be no
penalty. Also, please understand that you may withdraw your participation at any time without penalty.
Likewise, there are no perceived benefits to participating either, unless your instructor has offered extra
credit to you for your participation. In this event, I will be handing out a printed statement to you as you
turn in your questionnaire. You may write your name on this sheet and return it to your instructor as you
leave today.
You are to keep this copy of the informed consent form. If you should have any questions about
this research project, please feel free to contact Susan Eaves at 205.478.0848. For additional information
regarding your rights as a research subject, please feel free to contact the MSU Regulatory Compliance
Office at 662.325.3294.

___________________________________
Investigator Signature

Date
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Sample statement to read prior to administration of classroom data collection
My name is Susan Eaves and I am a doctoral student in the Department of Counseling,
Educational Psychology, and Special Education. I have chosen to study the sexual
decisions and behaviors of college students and am collecting information here today for
my dissertation on this topic. I am here to ask for your voluntary participation in my
study, which will ask you questions about your relationship style, how you feel about
yourself, your peer group, and your sexual behavior. You absolutely do not have to
participate if you do not choose to. Also, if you begin answering the questions and then
wish to stop, you may do so. There is no penalty whatsoever for not participating.
I am going to hand you a packet of questionnaires. The first sheet explains more about
the study and about your participation and is for you to keep. Do not put your name on
any of the papers. The results of the research study may be published, but your
participation will be anonymous.
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The Relationship Questionnaire (RQ) - Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991)
Directions: Following are four general relationship styles that people often report. Place a checkmark next
to the one letter corresponding to the style that best describes you or is closest to the way you are.
____ A. “It is easy for me to become emotionally close to others. I am comfortable depending on them and
having them depend on me. I don’t worry about being alone or having others not accept me.”
____ B. “I am uncomfortable getting close to others. I want emotionally close relationships, but I find it
difficult to trust others completely, or to depend on them. I worry that I will be hurt if I allow myself to
become too close to others.”
____ C. “I want to be completely emotionally intimate with others, but I often find that others are reluctant
to get as close as I would like. I am uncomfortable being without close relationships, but I sometimes worry
that others don’t value me as much as I value them.”
____ D. “I am comfortable without close emotional relationships. It is very important to me to feel
independent and self-sufficient, and I prefer not to depend on others or have others depend on me.”
Directions: Now please rate all of the relationship styles above to indicate how well or poorly each
description corresponds to your general relationship style.
Style A
1

2

3

Disagree
Strongly

Style B
1

2

3

Disagree
Strongly

6

4

2

3

4

5

6

3

4
Neutral/
Mixed

7
Agree
Strongly

5

6

Neutral/
Mixed

2

7
Agree
Strongly

Neutral/
Mixed

Disagree
Strongly

Style D
1

5

Neutral/
Mixed

Disagree
Strongly

Style C
1

4

7
Agree
Strongly

5

6

7
Agree
Strongly
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CONTINGENCIES OF SELF-WORTH SCALE – Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, and Bouvrette, 2003
Please respond to each of the following by circling your answer using the scale from "1 = Strongly disagree" to "7 = strongly agree.”
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Neutral

Agree
Somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

When I think I look attractive, I feel
good about myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2

My self-worth is based on God’s love.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3

I feel worthwhile when I perform
better than others on a task or skill.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4

My self-esteem is unrelated to how I
feel about the way my body looks.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5

Doing something I know is wrong
makes me lose my self-respect.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

I don’t care if other people have a
negative opinion about me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7

Knowing that my family members
love me makes me feel good about
myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

I feel worthwhile when I have God’s
love.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9

I can’t respect myself if others don’t
respect me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10

My self-worth is not influenced by the
quality of my relationships with my
family members.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11

Whenever I follow my moral
principles, my sense of self-respect
gets a boost.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12

Knowing that I am better than others
on a task raises my self-esteem.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13

My opinion about myself isn’t tied to
how well I do in school.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14

I couldn’t respect myself if I didn’t
live up to a moral code.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15

I don’t care what other people think of
me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16

When my family members are proud
of me, my sense of self-worth
increases.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17

My self-esteem is influenced by how
attractive I think my face or facial
features are.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

18

My self-esteem would suffer without
God’s love.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Disagree
Somewhat

Neutral

Agree
Somewhat

Agree

Strongly
Agree

19

Doing well in school gives me a sense
of self-respect.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

20

Doing better than others gives me a
sense of self-respect.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21

My sense of self-worth suffers
whenever I think I don’t look good.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22

I feel better about myself when I know
I’m doing well academically.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23

What others think of me has no effect
on what I think about myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

24

When I don’t feel loved by my family,
my self-esteem goes down.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

25

My self-worth is affected by how well
I do when I am competing with others.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26

My self-esteem goes up when I feel
that God loves me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27

My self-esteem is influenced by my
academic performance.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28

My self-esteem would suffer if I did
something unethical.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

29

It is important to my self-respect that I
have a family that cares about me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

30

My self-esteem does not depend on
whether or not I feel attractive.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

31

When I think that I’m disobeying God,
I feel bad about myself.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

32

My self-worth is influenced by how
well I do on competitive tasks.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

33

I feel bad about myself whenever my
academic performance is lacking.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

34

My self-esteem depends on whether or
not I follow my moral/ethical
principles.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

35

My self-esteem depends on the
opinions others hold of me.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Peer Norms Indication
Please rate the following statements from 1 to 7 with
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = disagree somewhat
4 = neutral
5 = agree somewhat
6 = agree
7 = strongly agree
_______My friends think that monogamous relationships are no fun
_______My friends mostly have sex for recreation
_______My friends believe love is not necessary for sex
_______My friends do not worry about having sex with someone that looks
respectable
_______My friends are not monogamous
_______Many of my friends mix drugs and alcohol with sex
_______My friends show little concern for AIDS education
_______My friends don’t know/practice safe sex
_______My friends don’t think safe sex is important

APPENDIX F
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Sexual Behavior Survey
1. Have you ever had voluntary sexual intercourse?____
2. How old were you the first time you had sexual intercourse?____
3. How many different partners have you had sexual intercourse with?____
3.a.

How many of those partners were lovers?____

3.b.

Friends?____

3.c.

Acquaintances?____

3.d.

People you just met?____

4. How many of the partners did you only have sex with once?_____
5. How many different partners have you had oral sex with, but not sexual intercourse?____
6. In the past one-year, how often have you used a condom during sexual intercourse?
Always

Usually

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

7. While in a relationship, how many times have you cheated on your partner?_____
7.a.

How many of those times involved kissing?_____

7.b.

How many of those times involved oral sex?_____

7.c.

How many of those times involved sexual intercourse?_____

8. How many partners have you paid for sex?_____
9. How many partners have paid you to have sex with them?_____
10. On average, in the past 6 months, how often would you say you have oral sex?
Less than monthly

1-5 times a month

1-5 times a week

More than 5 times a week

11. On average, in the past 6 months, how often would you say you have sexual intercourse?
Less than monthly

1-5 times a month

1-5 times a week

More than 5 times a week

APPENDIX G
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Demographics Questionnaire
1.

What is your gender? (circle one)
Male

2.

Female

What is your age? (circle one)
17 or under 18

3.

19

20

21

22

23

24

25 or Older

What is your classification? (circle one)
Freshman

4.

Transgendered

Sophomore

Junior

Senior

Graduate

What is your relationship status? (circle one)
Single

Involved

Engaged

Married

Separated

Divorced

Widowed

5.

If currently involved in a relationship, how long have you been involved in this relationship? ________

6.

How long have you lived in the United States? (circle one)
Less than 5 years

More than 5 years

7.

Do you have a physical disability and if so, what? __________________________________________

8.

What is your sexual orientation? (circle one)
Heterosexual

9.

Homosexual

Bisexual

What is your race? (circle one)
Alaskan/Native American

Asian/Pacific Islander

Caucasian/White

African American/Black

Hispanic

Other

10. Describe your parents’ relationship status with one another? (circle one)
Married to one another

Never married to one another

Divorced from one another

A widow of the other

Separated from one another

11. Do you ever look at nude/sexual images on the internet?_____On video?______In magazines?______
12. Do you regularly look at nude/sexual images on the internet?____On video?_____In magazines?____
13. Have you ever been sexually abused?__________ If yes, at what age(s)?_____________
14. Have you ever had a sexually transmitted disease?_________ If so, which one(s)?_________________
__________________________________________________________________________________
15. How often do you attend religious services? (circle one)
Never/almost never

Less than once a month

1-3 times a month

Almost every week

Once every week

Several times a week

15. What is your religious affiliation/denomination?____________________________________________
16. Do you have a mental illness diagnosis?__________If yes, what? ______________________________
17. How would you describe your alcohol consumption in the past year? (circle one)
Daily

Several times a week

Several times a month

Once a month or less

Not at all
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Table H.1 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Age at First Intercourse for Non-Virgins
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
SE
Beta
SE
t
Beta
SE
t
t
Beta
Beta
t
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
-0.113**
0.068 -2.73
-0.113**
0.070 -2.682
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.037
0.175 0.858
0.040
0.177 0.927
Preoccupied
0.055
0.225 0.122
0.019
0.228 0.456
Dismissing
0.003
0.192 0.059
0.006
0.192 0.151
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.046
0.097
0.049
0.097
0.983
1.050
Competition
-0.025
0.075 -0.587
-0.010
0.076 -0.236
Appearance
-0.063
0.089 -1.320
-0.065
0.089 -1.380
God’s Love
-0.120*
0.077 -2.214
-0.117*
0.076 -2.170
Academics
-0.005
0.092 -0.116
-0.017
0.093 -0.360
Virtue
0.059
0.082
1.326
0.054
0.082
1.209
Approval
0.035
0.068
0.704
0.035
0.068
0.702
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
-0.008
0.152 -0.193
-0.044
0.144 -1.133 -0.055
0.153 -1.318
-0.016
0.161 -0.376
Male
Race
White (Reference)
-0.196*** 0.165 -4.705
-0.192***
0.168 -4.550 -0.159*** 0.190 -3.323
-0.167*** 0.192 -3.450
Black
Other
-0.038
0.382 -1.016
-0.042
0.385 -1.098 -0.044
0.386 -1.144
-0.041
0.385 -1.085
Age
0.299*** 0.037 7.863
0.302***
0.037 7.866 0.295*** 0.038
0.290
0.037
7.601
7.485
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.1 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
SE
SE
t
Beta
Beta
SE
t
Beta
t
Beta
t
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
0.005
0.146 0.137
0.011
0.149
0.273
0.000
0.147
0.006 0.007
0.148 0.174
Engaged/Married
-0.023
0.272 -0.577
-0.017
0.273 -0.429
-0.017
0.275 -0.426 -0.021
0.274 -0.531
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
-0.128** 0.285 -3.120
-0.134*** 0.289 -3.226
-0.122** 0.289 -2.935 -0.120** 0.290 -2.890
Div., Separated, Widowed
-0.065
0.154 -1.687
-0.063
0.155 -1.617
-0.068
0.156 -1.727 -0.068
0.156 -1.728
Church Attendance
0.143*** 0.054 3.466
0.170*** 0.054 4.177
0.185** 0.058
4.199
0.162*** 0.059 3.602
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
0.003
0.394
0.398
-0.026
0.424 -0.645 -0.027
0.425 -0.668
0.006
0.084
0.167
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.2 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Number of Sexual Partners for Non-Virgins
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
Beta
SE
SE
t
Beta
t
t
Beta
t
SE
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
-0.258*** 0.025 -6.430
0.226*** 0.025
5.646
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.033
0.064
0.066 0.882
0.037
0.800
Preoccupied
0.093*
0.066
0.083
0.085 2.298
1.670
Dismissing
0.113**
0.099*
0.070
0.073 2.704
2.455
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.056
0.036 1.249
0.064
0.035
1.445
Competition
0.189*** 0.028 4.624
0.152*** 0.028
3.803
Appearance
0.021
0.033 0.460
0.021
0.032
0.470
God’s Love
0.002
0.029 0.089
-0.004
0.028 -0.082
Academics
-0.102*
0.034 -2.274
-0.075
0.034 -1.718
Virtue
-0.101*
0.031 -2.338
-0.098*
0.030 -2.338
Approval
0.018
0.025 0.378
0.007
0.025
0.155
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
0.056 1.346
0.137***
3.564 0.106**
0.057 2.622
0.031
0.059
Male
0.053
0.055
0.755
Race
White (Reference)
0.195*** 0.061 4.863
0.169***
4.065 0.205*** 0.071 4.405
0.195*** 0.070
Black
0.064
4.259
Other
0.029
0.142 0.787 0.030
0.812
0.035
0.144
0.946
0.025
0.140
0.146
0.681
Age
0.222*** 0.014 6.037
0.206***
5.470 0.226*** 0.014 5.990
0.231*** 0.014
0.014
6.290
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.2 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
SE
t
Beta
Beta
t
Beta
SE
t
SE
t
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
-0.041
0.054 -1.077
0.034
0.056
-0.864
-0.030
0.055 -0.763 -0.025
0.054 -0.648
Engaged/Married
-0.082* 0.100 -2.165
-0.095*
0.103
-2.434
-0.081*
0.102 -2.093 -0.071
0.099 -1.874
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
0.101* 0.105 2.542
0.097*
0.109
2.363
0.109** 0.107
0.092* 0.105
2.688
2.337
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.057
1.877
0.066
0.059
1.707
0.079*
0.058
0.082*
0.057
2.214
0.070
2.080
Church Attendance
-0.089* 0.020 -2.234
-0.140*** 0.020
-3.502
-0.120
0.022 -2.802 -0.062
0.021 -1.449
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-0.093* 0.146 -2.528
-0.108**
0.151
-2.850
-0.093*
0.159 -2.322 -0.098* 0.155 -2.530
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.3 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Number of Sexual Partners for the Full Sample
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
Beta
SE
Beta
SE
Beta
SE
t
t
t
t
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
.297***
0.025 9.249
0.309*** 0.024
9.854
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
-0.609
0.044 -1.067
0.068 0.924
0.031
Preoccupied
-0.462
0.053 -0.670
0.056
0.088 1.741
Dismissing
0.077*
0.048
0.075 2.338
1.059
1.694
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.120*** 0.037
0.112*** 0.035
3.351
3.234
Competition
0.160*** 0.029
0.136*** 0.028
4.891
4.237
Appearance
0.019
0.033
0.032
0.036
0.534
1.014
God’s Love
-0.026
0.030 -0.608 -0.091*
0.027 -2.364
Academics
-0.077*
0.035 -2.175 -0.035
0.034 -1.007
Virtue
-0.150*** 0.032 -4.421 -0.138*** 0.031 -4.204
Approval
0.030
0.026
-0.013
0.025 -0.360
0.821
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
-0.019
0.056 -0.617
0.070*
0.049
0.058
-0.041
0.059 -1.252
Male
0.056 2.285
1.513
Race
White (Reference)
0.241*** 0.061 7.798
0.241***
0.272*** 0.073
0.277*** 0.067
Black
0.067
7.363
7.710
8.442
Other
0.013
0.150 0.450 0.012
0.018
0.153
0.146
0.157 0.414
0.022
0.608
0.767
Age
0.243*** 0.014 8.392
0.243***
7.966 0.258*** 0.015
0.268*** 0.014
0.015
8.627
9.258
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.3 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
t
SE
SE
t
SE
Beta
Beta
t
Beta
t
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
0.107*** 0.054 3.663
0.128*** 0.057
0.126*** 0.055
0.108*** 0.053 3.720
4.125
4.229
Engaged/Married
0.012
0.106 0.402
0.009
0.111
0.109
0.016
0.106 0.566
0.306
0.024
0.795
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
0.037
0.109 1.209
0.040
0.115 1.217
0.046
0.112
1.470 -0.590*
0.046 -2.385
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.075**
0.059 2.574
0.077*
0.062 2.506
0.091**
0.061
3.031
0.596*
0.046 2.409
Church Attendance
-0.219*** 0.019 -6.680
-0.309*** 0.019 -9.721
-0.266*** 0.021 -7.662 -0.075**
0.007 -2.608
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-0.127*** 0.141 -4.336
-0.138*** 0.148 -4.491
-0.126*** 0.155 -3.920 -0.120*** 0.149 -3.810
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.4 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Number of One-Night Stands for Non-Virgins
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Beta
SE
Beta
SE
t
SE
SE
t
Beta
t
Beta
t
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
0.231*** 0.027 5.532
0.206*** 0.027 4.886
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.059
0.069 1.352
0.051
0.068 1.194
Preoccupied
0.104*
0.089 2.508
0.082*
0.088 1.978
Dismissing
0.111**
0.077 2.588
0.099*
0.075 2.357
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.030
0.039 0.633 0.040
0.038 0.855
Competition
0.113**
0.030 2.663 0.081
0.030 1.940
Appearance
0.002
0.035 0.045 0.000
0.035 0.003
God’s Love
-0.029
0.030 -0.521 -0.034
0.030 -0.642
Academics
-0.101*
0.037 -2.166 -0.076
0.036 -1.658
Virtue
-0.059
0.033 -1.323 -0.061
0.032 -1.381
Approval
0.045
0.027 0.913 0.032
0.026 0.647
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
0.129**
0.060 3.026
0.202*** 0.057 5.119
0.173*** 0.061 4.120 0.106*
0.063 2.446
Male
Race
White (Reference)
0.147*** 0.065 3.555
0.121**
0.066 2.849
0.169*** 0.075 3.508 0.156*** 0.075 3.258
Black
Other
-0.015
0.153 -0.384
-0.011
0.156 -0.284
-0.008
0.157 -0.206 -0.018
0.154 -0.476
Age
0.163*** 0.014 4.302
0.148*** 0.015 3.825
0.158*** 0.015 4.023 0.164*** 0.015 4.263
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.4 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
SE
Beta
SE
SE
t
t
t
Beta
t
Beta
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
-0.036 0.057 -0.902
-0.026
0.059 -0.641
-0.028
0.058 -0.688 -0.019 0.058 -0.464
Engaged/Married
-0.033 0.107 -0.838
-0.048
0.108 -0.048
-0.036
0.109 -0.905 -0.024 0.107 -0.617
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
0.076
0.112 1.870
0.066
0.115 1.583
0.084* 0.115 2.001 0.069
0.113 1.666
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.084* 0.060 2.172
0.081*
0.061 2.052
0.087* 0.062 2.202 0.090* 0.060 2.321
Church Attendance
-0.074 0.021 -1.784
-0.116** 0.021 -2.823
-0.104* 0.023 -2.335 -0.050 0.023 -1.116
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-0.058 0.154 -1.514
-0.072
0.158 -1.844 -0.068
0.168 -1.629 -0.074 0.165 -1.819
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.5 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Number of Oral Sex Partners for the Full Sample
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
Beta
SE
t
SE
SE
t
t
t
Beta
Beta
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
0.291*** 0.025 8.112
0.268*** 0.025 7.381
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.040
0.067 1.064
0.014
0.065 0.376
Preoccupied
0.071*
0.086 1.999
0.033
0.083 0.955
Dismissing
0.068
0.074 1.842
0.065
0.071 1.836
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.013
0.037 0.312
0.008
0.036 0.208
Competition
0.115**
0.029 3.122
0.074*
0.028 2.061
Appearance
0.080*
0.033 1.960
0.082*
0.032 2.050
God’s Love
-0.022
0.030 -0.468
-0.019
0.029 -0.405
Academics
0.002
0.030 0.050
0.027
0.034 0.694
Virtue
-0.113**
0.035 -2.952
-0.101**
0.031 -2.707
Approval
-0.002
0.026 -0.045
-0.021
0.025 -0.506
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
Male
0.073*
0.055 2.111
0.160*** 0.055 4.689 0.152*** 0.058 4.178
0.074*
0.059 2.023
Race
White (Reference)
-0.203*** 0.063 -5.960
-0.203*** 0.066 -5.581 -0.179*** 0.072 -4.503
-0.209*** 0.071 -5.325
Black
Other
0.150
0.150 -1.572
-0.050
0.154 -1.482 -0.049
0.154 -1.465
-0.055
0.150 -1.702
Age
0.130*** 0.014 3.996
0.131*** 0.015 3.867 0.138*** 0.015 4.090
0.137*** 0.014 4.176
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.5 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
SE
SE
SE
SE
t
Beta
Beta
t
t
Beta
t
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
0.060
0.053 1.812
0.079*
0.056
0.081* 0.055
0.072* 0.054 2.158
2.296
2.400
Engaged/Married
-0.083* 0.104 -2.508
-0.086*
0.108 -2.507
-0.079* 0.108 -2.322
-0.080* 0.104 -2.436
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
0.018
0.107 0.513
0.018
0.112 0.498
0.016
0.111
0.442
0.005
0.108 0.139
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.014
0.059 0.414
0.015
0.061 0.449
0.026
0.061
0.766
0.021
0.059 0.645
Church Attendance
-0.051
0.019 -1.430
-0.137*** 0.019 -3.881
-0.092* 0.021 -2.349
-0.007
0.021 -0.166
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-0.078* 0.140 -2.382
-0.091**
0.145 -2.667
-0.086* 0.155 -2.349
-0.083* 0.151 -2.343
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.6 Multiple Regression Coefficients for Frequency of Cheating Behavior for the Full Sample
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Beta
Beta
SE
t
Beta
SE
SE
Beta
SE
t
t
t
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
0.176*** 0.019 4.701
0.149*** 0.019 3.965
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.091*
0.050 2.406
0.083*
0.050 2.188
Preoccupied
-0.001*
0.065 -0.033
-0.024
0.064 -0.680
Dismissing
0.124***
0.056 3.337
0.122*** 0.055 3.342
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.072
0.028 1.755 0.077
0.027 1.891
Competition
0.135*** 0.022 3.600 0.110**
0.022 2.942
Appearance
-0.018
0.025 -0.440 -0.016
0.025 -0.390
God’s Love
0.005
0.022 0.111 0.008
0.022 0.175
Academics
-0.050
0.027 -1.235 -0.027
0.029 -0.668
Virtue
-0.118** 0.024 -3.042 -0.120** 0.024 -3.129
Approval
0.078
0.020 1.823 0.070
0.019 1.662
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
Male
0.024
0.043 0.668
0.077*
0.041
2.247 0.058
0.044 1.578 0.018
0.046 0.483
Race
White (Reference)
0.218*** 0.049 6.038
0.2083*** 0.050
5.643 0.251*** 0.055 6.205 0.223*** 0.055 5.498
Black
Other
0.006
0.115 0.185
0.005
0.116
0.151 0.012
0.115 0.342 0.008
0.114 0.236
Age
-0.014
0.011 -0.407
-0.018
0.011 -0.541 -0.005
0.011 -0.132 -0.011
0.011 -1.617
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.6 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
t
SE
t
Beta
SE
t
SE
t
SE
Beta
Beta
Beta
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
0.100** 0.041 2.930
0.126
0.052
0.112*** 0.042
0.119*** 0.041 3.485
3.605
3.274
Engaged/Married
-0.009
0.082 -0.265
-0.008
0.082 -0.226
0.000
0.082
0.004
0.081 0.104
0.003
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
0.053
0.084 1.478
0.054
0.085
1.483
0.061
0.084
1.672
0.056
0.083 1.551
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.012
0.046 0.351
0.010
0.046
0.280
0.021
0.046
0.607
0.016
0.045 0.478
Church Attendance
-0.087* 0.015 -2.327
-0.136*** 0.014 -3.810
-0.119** 0.016 -2.987 -0.066
0.016 -1.617
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-0.054
0.108 -1.587
-0.062
0.109 -1.792
-0.047
0.117 -1.278 -0.046
0.115 -1.270
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

175

Table H.7 Logistic Regression Coefficients for Propensity to Have Sexual Intercourse for the Full Sample
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Independent Variables
Peer Norms
.637***
38.851 1.891
0.622*** 33.639 1.862
Attachment Style
Secure (Reference)
Fearful
0.307
1.359
0.196
2.051
0.602 1.216
Preoccupied
0.318
1.374
-0.243
1.254
0.552 0.784
Dismissing
0.273
1.314
0.182
1.275
0.423 1.200
Self-Worth Domains
Family
0.490*** 12.808 1.632 0.520*** 12.979 1.683
Competition
0.216*
1.241 0.125
1.133
4.111
1.307
Appearance
0.116
1.123 0.130
1.138
0.928
1.081
God’s Love
-0.129
0.879 -0.118
0.889
1.243
0.982
Academics
-0.079
0.924 -0.015
0.985
0.358
0.012
Virtue
-0.489*** 15.136 0.613 -0.506*** 14.891 0.603
Approval
0.060
1.062 0.007
1.007
0.386
0.005
Demographic Controls
Gender
Female (Reference)
-0.530*
06.354 0.589
0.182
1.199 -0.082
0.921 -0.448
0.639
Male
1.064
0.143
3.710
Race
White (Reference)
1.156*** 30.221 4.554 0.839*
2.314 1.679*** 31.463 5.361 1.544*** 25.311 4.682
Black
5.127
Other
0.198
0.105
1.219 0.057
1.059 0.101
1.106 0.342
1.407
0.010
0.028
0.298
Age
0.318*** 28.229 1.374 0.295*** 29.658 1.343 0.317*** 27.000 1.372 0.348*** 30.466 1.416
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table H.7 (Continued)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Predictor Variables
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio β
Waldχ² Odds Ratio
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Relationship Status
Single (Reference)
Involved
1.279*** 38.576 3.595
1.193*** 39.918
1.381***
43.484 3.987 1.393*** 40.278 4.027
3.296
Engaged/Married
1.475*** 10.564 4.372
0.954*
5.239
1.697***
12.886 5.460 1.998*** 13.696 5.916
2.595
Parents’ Relationship Status
Married
Never Married
-0.550
1.649 0.577
-0.362
0.822
-0.352
0.637 0.703 -0.449
0.638
0.696
1.025
Div., Separated, Widowed
0.450
3.650 1.568
0.663**
9.683
0.594*
6.121
1.810
0.605*
1.832
1.941
5.954
Church Attendance
-0.508*** 46.681 0.602
-0.527*** 37.254
-0.563*** 51.371 0.570 -0.441*** 29.230 0.643
0.598
Denomination
Affiliated (Reference)
None, Agnostic, Atheist
-1.541*** 10.903 0.214
-0.192
0.209
-1.618**
8.904 0.198 -1.591
0.204
0.825
8.260
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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